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JOINT HEARINGS ON THE IRAN-CONTRA 
INVESTIGATION 

Testimony of Donald T. Regan 


THURSDAY, JULY 30, 1987 

Senate Select Committee on Secret Military 
Assistance to Iran and the Nicaraguan Opposition 

AND 

House Select Committee To Investigate 

Covert Arms Transactions With Iran, 

Washington, DC. 

The Select Committees met, pursuant to call, at 9:00 a.m., in 
room 325, Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Daniel K. Inouye 
(chairman of the Senate Select Committee) and Hon. Lee H. Hamil¬ 
ton (chairman of the House Select Committee) presiding. 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will please come to order. 

Today we will receive the testimony of Mr. Donald Regan, the 
former Chief of Staff of the White House. Welcome, sir. Will you 
please rise? 

[Witness swornT] 

TESTIMONY OF HON. DONALD T. REGAN 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you, sir. 

The questioning this morning will be started by Mr. Smiljanich. 
Mr. Smiljanich. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Regan, I understand you had a slight voice problem yester¬ 
day. If you would just be sure to lean over and speak into the 
microphone, we will all be able to hear. 

Mr. Regan. Thank you. I still have it. 

Mr. Smiljanich. OK, sir. You f can perhaps pull it a little closer to 
you. 

Mr. Regan. How is that? 

Mr. Smiljanich. That is fine. 

Mr. Regan, you served as Chief of Staff to the President from 
February of 1985 until March of this year, is that correct? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Smiljanich. You got your degree from Harvard in 1940 and 
then joined the Marine Corps and fought in World War II, is that 
correct? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Rose to the rank of a lieutenant in the Marine 
Corps. 
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Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Immediately after the war, you joined the firm 
of Merrill Lynch as a trainee. 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And approximately 30 years later, you had 
risen to the top of the ladder there and was Chief Executive Officer 
there and chairman of the Board, is that correct? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. You joined the Reagan administration in 1981 
as Secretary of the Treasury and served for 4 years until you 
became Chief of Staff in February of 1985. 

Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Obviously, the role of Chief of Staff to the Presi¬ 
dent depends very heavily on what the President wants from his 
Chief of Staff. Wnat was your, how did you perceive your role as 
Chief of Staff to the President? 

Mr. Regan. Well, when I took over as Chief of Staff from the 
then-Chief of Staff, now Secretary of the Treasury Jim Baker, actu¬ 
ally there was a troika reporting to the President, Ed Meese as his 
counselor, Mike Deaver as the Deputy Chief. Meese had already 
been nominated to be Attorney General, and Mike Deaver had told 
us that he was going back into the private world. And as a result, I 
inherited all three of those iobs. 

So my tenure as Chief of Staff differed from the first 4 years of 
the Reagan administration as a single Chief of Staff. I was more of 
a pyramidal structure, I would describe it. The job of the Chief of 
Staff is a complicated one, but a nebulous one, it is whatever the 
President wants it to be. Each President does things a little bit dif¬ 
ferently. 

There was a recent symposium of former Chiefs of Staffs, and 
they each described their job, and each one of them had a different 
experience as Chief of Staff. In my particular case, my First job, of 
course, was to see that the White House ran, that is from an ad¬ 
ministrative point of view it functioned. If the President were to 
deliver a speech, the speech was ready on time and that he was 
comfortable with it; if he were going some place, to make certain 
that all of the movements were there on time and correctly done. 

And, of course, then there was the role of adviser, in which 
either I would offer an opinion or he would ask my opinion on a 
particular subject. Since this hearing has to do with the National 
Security Council, I think at the outset maybe I should describe that, 
relationship. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Go ahead. 

Mr. Regan. The National Security Council has been created by 
the Congress. The job of Chief of Staff was not created by the Con¬ 
gress. That's something that a President sets up whatever way he 
wants. There are several I guess you would call them agencies that 
are a part of the White House staff that have relationships with 
the Chief of Staff, the Office of Management and Budget, the Coun¬ 
cil of Economic Advisers, the President’s National Scientific Advis¬ 
er, things of that nature. 

Now, all of these report to the President through the Chief of 
Staff. However, the National Security Council and the National Se¬ 
curity Adviser report directly to the President. If you think back, 
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this is a traditional way for it to happen. In the days of Henry Kis¬ 
singer, one of the better known National Security Advisers, ne re¬ 
ported directly to the President, not through the Chief of Staff, 
Haldeman. In the Carter administration, Mr. Brzezinski, Dr. Brze- 
zinski reported directly, not through Hamilton Jordan. 

In the Reagan administration, strangely enough, the first Na¬ 
tional Security Adviser, Richard Allen, reported through the Coun¬ 
selor to the President, Ed Meese, to the President. When Bill Clark 
came in to replace Richard Allen, that was changed. Bill Clark had 
been Ronald Reagan’s Chief of Staff when he was Governor of the 
State of California. So as a result, it was decided he would report 
directly to the President, in other words back to the old mold. 

When Bud McFarlane replaced Bill Clark, that relationship has 
continued, the National Security Adviser reporting directly. He did 
not report to Jim Baker or through Jim Baker. When I came in, 
that relationship continued that way. Then when Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter replaced Bud McFarlane, it was definitely continued the 
same way, he would report directly to the President, not through 
and not to the Chief of Staff. 

Mr. Smiljanich. When Admiral Poindexter became the National 
Security Adviser to the President, did the working relationship be¬ 
tween you and the office of National Security Adviser change in 
any way? 

Mr. Regan. No, it did not. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. 

And the NSC staff reported through both Mr. McFarlane and 
Admiral Poindexter to the President, rather than through you? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Smiljanich. When Admiral Poindexter became National Se¬ 
curity Adviser rising from the position of deputy, did you -explain 
your working philosophy to him, that there should never be sur¬ 
prises, particularly unpleasant surprises? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. I explained that to just about anybody who 
worked in the White House. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now, your advice to the President included mat¬ 
ters of national security? 

Mr. Regan. When he would ask for them. Initially not so much, 
later on, particularly leading up to Geneva and then later into Rey¬ 
kjavik, yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. You were one of the President’s senior advisers? 

Mr. Regan. I would say so, yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Part of your job was also to work with Congress 
and establish a good relationship between the President and Con¬ 
gress? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, it was. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now, you attended on a pretty regular basis the 
morning briefings that the President received from the National 
Security Adviser? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Smiljanich. These usually occurred at 9:30 in the morning? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Smiljanich. They were usually attended by the President, 
the Vice President, yourself, the National Security Adviser, and his 
deputy? 
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Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Were any notes kept of those briefings? 

Mr. Regan. I noticed that the deputy normally kept notes. I 
thought he was taking notes. To my surprise, I learned later he 
really wasn’t taking notes so much as they were just jotting down 
things to do or reminders of papers that the President might ask 
for, something of that nature. 

I thought they were actually notetakers, but apparently there 
were no notes taken. I didn’t take any, and I know neither the 
President nor Vice President took notes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. At any rate, this 15- to 20-minute or 30-minute 
session with the President was the National Security Adviser’s 
daily audience with the President to bring to him matters he felt 
were important for the President to know? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now, the President also received at this daily 
briefing reading material which summarized certain things and 
brought certain matters to his attention? 

Mr. Regan. He did. 

Mr. Smiljanich. How did he receive these, directly from the Na¬ 
tional Security Adviser? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. It was a, not so different than this and con¬ 
tained in it the papers for the President to read, intelligence sum¬ 
maries from various agencies. And it would be given to the Presi¬ 
dent as the National Security Adviser was leaving the room, left 
with the President to read. 

He would read it right away usually if he had time, the schedule 
was open, and then pass it back directly to the National Security 
Council by way of his secretary to the National Security Adviser. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Did the National Security Adviser on occasions 
give the President memos and matters for him to sign directly by 
that process? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, he did on occasion. 

Mr. Smiljanich. When he would do that, would that paperwork 
become a part of the normal White House paper chain? 

Mr. Regan. No, it didn’t. And I protested that several times. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. 

Who did you protest to? 

Mr. Regan. The National Security Adviser. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Was anything done about that to correct that 
process? 

Mr. Regan. I thought it had, but I find out now from some of 
these hearings that it hadn’t. 

Mr. Smiljanich. In other words, certain material that obviously 
got to the President were material that did not pass through you or 
that you saw? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. It was not part of the normal paper 
flow. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now, in addition to the daily national security 
briefings, you also attended meetings of the National Security 
Council? 

Mr. Regan. I did. 

Mr. Smiljanich. NSPG meetings? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 
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Mr. Smiljanich. And even on occasion, meetings with heads of 
states or summit meetings, that type of matter? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. 

You were one of the President’s senior advisers? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now, who controlled the access of people to the 
President in the Oval Office? 

Mr. Regan. As far as the President’s schedule is concerned, I 
was in charge of that after Mike Deaver left. Deaver was in charge 
of it up until May of 1985 and then I took over. 

Mr. Smiljanich. So it was the general practice if one wanted to 
have, to come see the President, they had to go through you? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now, there were exceptigns to that general 
rule; is that correct? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, there were. There were four or five people who 
had the authority to go directly to the President. Obviously the 
Vice President, the Secretary of State, the National Security Advis¬ 
er, the medical doctor, and the military aide on duty. 

Instructions had been left with the President’s secretary at any 
time any one of those people wanted to see the President, they 
were granted access. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now, the Director of Central Intelligence at the 
time, William Casey, was a very close friend of the President; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. In fact, he had served as the campaign manager 
to the President in the 1980 campaign? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Did Director Casey have such direct access to 
the President? 

Mr. Regan. No. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Were there occasions in which Director Casey 
could meet with the President and exclude you from the meeting? 

Mr. Regan. If the Director told me that he had something, I will 
best describe it as hot or some particular piece of information that 
he thought the President should hear and he wanted to do it alone, 
I would put him on the schedule. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And there were, in fact, occasions when Direc¬ 
tor Casey exercised that privilege and met with the President alone 
during your tenure? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, he did. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And there were also occasions when the Presi¬ 
dent met alone with the National Security Adviser without your 
being present? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. On occasions these were times when they specif¬ 
ically wanted to talk to the President alone without anyone else 
being present; is that correct? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now, let’s turn for a moment to the Nicaraguan 
Resistance or the Contras. The Contras and their success or failure 
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were much on the President’s mind during your tenure; is that a 
fair statement? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And much time was spent at the White House 
attempting to get Congress to repeal the Boland amendment? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. The Tower Board report quotes the President as 
saying he did not know the NSC staff was engaged in helping the 
Contras during the 1985-1986 timeframe. 

Did you know that the NSC staff was engaged in helping the 
Contras? 

Mr. Regan. Well, I knew that Lt. Col. North would speak to vari¬ 
ous groups, I knew that through our public liaison person at the 
White House, meetings were set up, people brought into the White 
House for purposes of discussing the Freedom Fighters. 

North was one of the ones that they had as a briefer. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Well, other than these types of jawboning ac¬ 
tivities, were you aware or familiar with any of Colonel North’s 
other activities in connection with helping or assisting the Contras? 

Mr. Regan. No. 

Mr. Smiljanich. —paramilitary assistance, that type of thing? 

Mr. Regan. No. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. 

Did you ever ask Mr. McFarlane or Admiral Poindexter who was 
Filling the void created by the fact the CIA could not engage in ac¬ 
tivities in Central American on behalf of the Contras? 

Mr. Regan. No, I did not. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. Well, in any of the legislative strategy 
sessions, you did have strategy sessions in connection with attempt¬ 
ing to get Congress to change its mind about assistance to the Con¬ 
tras; is that correct? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, we did. 

Mr. Smiljanich. In any of those sessions, did anyone ever sug¬ 
gest that the NSC staff was already helping to coordinate assist¬ 
ance to the Contras? 

Mr. Regan. No, not in that sense of the word. The NSC staff, and 
particularly when Bud McFarlane was there, and he enjoyed such 
good relationships with the Congress, he was in charge of our legis¬ 
lative efforts, but as far as in the Field or relationships with the 
Contras outside of the legislative process, I never got into that. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Well, in any of these sessions, did anyone ever 
suggest that even if the Boland Amendment could not be repealed, 
the NSC staff could continue to engage in many activities which 
would assist the Contras in Central America? 

Mr. Regan. I’m not conscious of any discussions of that in the 
legislative sessions or other sessions. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Mr. McFarlane told this committee that he be¬ 
lieved that the Boland Amendment applied to the National Securi¬ 
ty Council staff; Admiral Poindexter testified that he believed that 
the Boland Amendment did not apply to the National Security 
Council staff, and that indeed the National Security Council had 
taken over the role of the CIA in Central America. 

Now, you were Chief of Staff during the tenure of both of those 
gentlemen. What did you know or understand about that subject? 
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Mr. Regan. Well, 1 never looked into the legalities of the Boland 
Amendment. I've never had the privilege of being a lawyer, and I 
didn’t think that I knew enough to be able to opine as to whether 
or not this was legal, who could do it, who couldn’t do it. I left that 
up to the NSC. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Given the importance of the Contras and their 
cause to the President, given the fact that you did attend daily 
briefings and meetings of the National Security Council, were you 
even aware there was such a dramatic difference of opinion be¬ 
tween the successive National Security Advisers about this subject? 

Mr. Regan. No, I was not. 

Mr. Smiljanich. It never came up in any of the briefings you at¬ 
tended? 

Mr. Regan. No. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Did you ever inquire, did you ever make any in¬ 
quiry to determine what was going on with regard to assistance to 
tne Contras during the Boland amendment period? 

Mr. Regan. No. That was outside my purview. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Admiral Poindexter testified that he kept the 
President briefed generally about the activities of the NSC staff. 
What do you remember about any such discussions with the Presi¬ 
dent? 

Mr. Regan. Well, the President obviously got briefings as to the 
status of the insurgency and how well or how poorly the Freedom 
Fighters were doing because either of lack of equipment, or if they 
had equipment, how well they were using it. 

But from the point of view of who was running the operation or 
how the details of the operation, that was never discussed in my 
presence with the President. 

Mr. Smiljanich. The President was never told in at least meet¬ 
ings that you attended that there were private benefactors who 
were assisting the Contras? Was he ever told that? 

Mr. Regan. The President did know that there were private ben¬ 
efactors. As a matter of fact, on occasion he would do a drop by if 
they were brought into the White House to discuss with these 
people. 

I recall one where we were told there were a group of benefac¬ 
tors in who were raising money for TV ads and newspaper ads in 
support of the Freedom Fighters, and the President did go in and 
talk with such a group for about 5 minutes. So he had to be aware 
that there were efforts of this nature. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Were you aware that at least some people in 
these groups were providing help with regard to lethal aid to the 
Contras? 

Mr. Regan. No, I was not. We were told, I remember the Presi¬ 
dent's being told that a woman had supplied a helicopter for the 
Contras, but it was a Medivac type of ship, not a lethal type. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now, the committee has heard testimony about 
an NSPG meeting that was held on May 16, 1986. And if you need 
to refer to it, in front of you is classified excerpts from that par¬ 
ticular meeting. Yes, that one right there. 

This NSPG meeting involved discussion about possible alterna¬ 
tives, funding for the Contras in mid-1986. One of the options dis¬ 
cussed in there was seeking third-country help or assistance. 
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First of all, do you have a general recollection of that meeting? 

Mr. Regan. A general recollection, yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. At the time of that meeting, were you aware 
that what we have referred to as Country Number Two—and, by 
the way, do you have that list in front of you? If not, I think prob¬ 
ably the Washington Post has it. 

Mr. Regan. Yes, I see it here. I didn’t bring my copy. 

Mr. Smiljanich. At any rate, were you aware that Country 
Number Two had made large contributions of funds for the Con¬ 
tras? 

Mr. Regan. No, I was not. 

Mr. Smiljanich. At any time, were you ever told that? 

Mr. Regan. No. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. Looking down the list of countries, 
were vou aware of any of those countries having been solicited or 
actually providing funds for the benefit of the Contras? 

Mr. Regan. No, I was not aware of it. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Did you know that the NSC staff was engaged 
in seeking such contributions from other countries? 

Mr. Regan. No. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Mr. McFarlane- 

Mr. Regan. Well, wait a minute, hold on. I do recall that at this 
particular meeting here it was agreed that the State Department 
and perhaps the CIA—I’m not certain on that one—would solicit 
funds, and it would be coordinated by NSC. 

So to that extent I was aware that the NSC would be in that 
process of seeking funds. 

Mr. Smiljanich. This was pursuant to the legislation which au¬ 
thorized the State Department to solicit third countries? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. 

Now, the committee has heard testimony that Secretary Shultz 
went back and, through his Assistant Secretary, Elliott Abrams, 
the country of Brunei was picked and in fact solicited and agreed 
to make a major contribution. 

The committees also heard testimony the $10 million they agreed 
to contribute never reached the appropriate bank account. 

After this May NSPG meeting in 1986, did anyone ever explain 
to you and the President where the Contras were getting their 
funds during this time that they were in such desperate need of 
funds? 

Mr. Regan. At no time when I was with the President did 
anyone explain to him by name, by country, by amount, no. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. 

But the President was, in fact, concerned about the Contras and 
seeing to it that they would continue to survive as a viable factor 
in Central America? 

Mr. Regan. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. We’ll turn, if you would, in your exhibit book in 
front of you- 

Mr. Regan. Which one is that? 

Mr. Smiljanich. The one with all the tabs. 

Mr. Regan. This one? 

OK. 
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Mr. Smiljanich. Would you turn to exhibit 58. 

Mr. Regan. Fifty-eight? 

Mr. Smiljanich. Yes, sir. 

Exhibit 58 is a series of notes that were taken by Mr. Rod 
McDaniel. 

Who is Mr. McDaniel? 

Mr. Regan. Mr. McDaniel is the Executive Secretary, I believe, 
of the NSC. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And during a large portion of 1986, he attended 
the daily briefings with- 

Mr. Regan. Yes, he did. During the illness of Don Fortier, in par¬ 
ticular, McDaniel was there. 

Mr. Smiljanich. These are his notes from various meetings that 
were held during that timeframe. The verv first note in exhibit 
58—do you see the one that’s dated March 20th? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. There is a notation there. It says 60 
days' stock, it says Contras 60 days’ stock after 31 March. This is the 
type of information that the President was receiving in his daily 
briefing about the status of the Contras? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, because—well, let’s see, this would have been 
19—is this 1986? 

Mr. Smiljanich. Ycv, sir. 

Mr. Regan. This would have been Admiral Poindexter telling 
the President the urgency of getting the passage of the bill through 
the Congress because of the low level of stocks. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And the President was being told that in fact 
the Contras only had about 60 days’ worth of stock? 

Mr. Regan. That’s right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. If you will turn about five pages into these 
notes, to one dated June 20, the number at the top is N9016. 

Mr. Regan. I have it. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. 

It says there—again another McDaniel note of the President’s 
daily briefing—it says Contras 30 days’ ammo left. 

Again, this is the type of information that the President was re¬ 
ceiving? 

Mr. Regan. That’s right. And then that is followed by some 
names, which is a clear indication these are Members of Congress 
that they are urging the President to contact in order to advise 
them of the perilous situation of the Contras and urge passage of 
the bill. 

Mr. Smiljanich. This is pretty detailed information to be given 
the President at a 15-minute session with them on national securi¬ 
ty matters. It is indicative, is it not, of the fact that the President 
was very concerned about the ongoing status of the Contras and 
their ability to survive? 

Mr. Regan. Well, in this case it was the ongoing legislation and 
the legislative effort to get that passed* that time was passing, is 
what they are trying to tell him here. It is already June, their 
stocks are down, you got to get moving here to get the Congress to 
pass the additional help. 

Mr. Smiljanich. The appropriated funds were not available until 
much later in 1986; is that correct? 
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Mr. Regan. That's right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. 

Well, during that time period when appropriated funds were not 
available, when the solicitation that the State Department was au¬ 
thorized to engage in was not being successful, when the President 
was being told that the Contras were running very low on supplies, 
what understanding did you have or what inquiries did you make 
about how the Contras were receiving funds or getting by during 
that period? 

Mr. Regan. I made no inquiries of my own—again, feeling that 
this was outside of my area. This is more in the area of not only 
the National Security Adviser, but the State Department, CIA, and 
others. 

So from a personal point of view, I have no knowledge of that. I 
was only there when—if the President were being told in a 9:30 
briefing about what the situation was. 

Mr. Smiljanich. At any of these briefings, did the President ex¬ 
hibit any curiosity about where the Contras were getting their 
money from? 

Mr. Regan. I don't recall his asking specifically that, no. 

Mr. Smiljanich. But you were aware of the fact that the—excuse 
me—you were not aware of the fact that the NSC had any oper¬ 
ational role in connection with the Contras in Central America? 

Mr. Regan. No, I don’t think we were ever told they had an 
operational role. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. 

You were, however, aware of the fact that the NSC had an oper¬ 
ational role in connection with the Iran initiative? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. Let’s turn to that now. 

Your first knowledge of any initiative being attempted in connec¬ 
tion with the Government of Iran took place in July of 1985 when 
Mr. McFarlane wanted to see the President, who was recovering in 
the hospital from an operation? 

Mr. Regan. That’s right, at Bethesda Naval Hospital. 

Mr. Smiljanich. At that time, Mr. McFarlane presented to the 
President the possibility of an opening to Iran that the Israelis 
were working on? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now did he—do you recall him mentioning any¬ 
thing in connection with arms as being a part of this process? 

Mr. Regan. I don’t remember arms being discussed at the time 
in the hospital. The doctors had warned me and had warned Bud 
McFarlane that he couldn’t stay long with the President, that we 
should get in and get out. 

It was only the—I guess the third day after his ope rat iom_Sp ac¬ 
cordingly, the discussion was kept to a minimum. 

What McFarlane was trying to do was to find or get permission 
from the President to initiate such discussions in order to have au¬ 
thority to continue or rather to undertake in accordance with what 
the Israelis had suggested some openings to these Iranian persons 
who at that point were unknown factors. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right, sir. Well, before that session in the hos¬ 
pital, on July 13, 1985, there is an exhibit, exhibit no. 2 in your 
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book, which is a cable that Mr. McFarlane sent to the Secretary of 
State. I realize it doesn’t show that you received a copy of this or 
that you ever saw it. 

At any rate, in mid-July of 1985, Mr. McFarlane was advising 
the Secretary of State that part of this plan involving the Govern¬ 
ment of Iran contemplated the delivery of 100 TOW missiles to 
Iran and that in connection with that, the hostages might be re¬ 
leased. 

Your recollection is this was not brought to the President’s atten¬ 
tion at this first meeting in the hospital? 

Mr. Regan. Not at the first meeting. I believe that was at the 
second meeting which would have been after the President re¬ 
turned from the hospital to his quarters. 

Mr. Smiljanich. In August of 1985, the committee has heard tes¬ 
timony about a meeting that the President held with the Secretary 
of State, yourself, and others in which Mr. McFarlane discussed 
this particular Israeli initiative. 

Was it at that meeting that you recall the arms being mentioned 
for the first time? 

Mr. Regan. I believe so. 

Mr. Smiljanich. You understood that a part of this plan was 
that Israel would ship some type of munitions to the Government 
of Iran and it was also presented to you and the President that 
Israel would contemplate or expect the United States to replenish 
those munitions or missiles that were shipped to Iran? 

Mr. Regan. What I recall is this—it is quite curious, and I will 
tell you why I recall it so vividly. In explaining what we were at¬ 
tempting to do and to open up this Iranian contact and start dis¬ 
cussions with emissaries from that country, it was said that they 
were suspicious of the people with whom they were dealing, that is 
how high up in the U.S. Government did they go. 

On the other hand, we were suspicious of them. Did they really 
represent a reputable portion of the Iranian Government, if there 
is such a thing. And as a result, they used a curious word. They 
said we would have to show our bona Tides. 

As an old Latin scholar, that grated right on my nerves, bona 
fides. 

Anyway, we would show our bona Tides by using weapons, which 
was a common currency in the Middle East, and in return, we were 
going to ask for their bona fides, which would be that they would 
use their best efforts to cut down on terrorism to haul in or rein in 
any terrorist over whom they had influence. 

At the same time, they would use their best efforts over the kid¬ 
nappers of the American hostages, to secure the release of the hos¬ 
tages. That is the way it was presented. 

Mr. Smiljanich. So in connection with this matter, our currency 
was TOW missiles or munitions and their currency was terrorism 
and hostages? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now in September- 

Mr. Regan. But it didn't start out, I hasten to add, before anyone 
gets the impression that this started out as strictly an arms-for-hos- 
tage deal—and I know there has been a lot of controversy about 
that—that was the—you down, down No. 3 and 4, the first purpose 
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obviously was to start this dialog with Iran, a very important 
nation, a crossroads between East and West, that we should do all 
we could to make certain that we had an anti-Soviet Iran. 

A pro-Soviet Iran stretching as it does from the Caspian to the 
Persian Gulf would give the Soviets the warm water ports they had 
been looking for for centuries. 

So we decided that we should try to open up a dialog with Iran. 
That was the first purpose of it. 

Mr. Smiljanich. But the first step in the process was this ex¬ 
change of bona fldes? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. In September of 1985, Mr. McFarlane specifical¬ 
ly advised you and the President that the Israelis had in fact 
shipped 500 TOW missiles to Iran; is that correct? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. 

Is it your testimony that the—that you and the President did not 
know prior to that shipment of TOW missiles that Israel intended 
to do so? 

Mr. Regan. I certainly did not know it, and I have no recollec¬ 
tion of anyone telling the President in my presence about the ship¬ 
ment prior to its being done. 

Mr. Smiljanich. What was said at that meeting in September of 
1985 about the replenishment of the missiles that Israel had 
shipped to Iran? 

Mr. Regan. The President was quite upset that his hand was 
being forced this way. He still wasn’t certain, because he had told 
McFarlane in the August 6 meeting to go slow on this and let’s 
make sure we know who we are dealing with before we get too far 
into this. 

As a result, to have his hand forced that way was quite upset¬ 
ting. And he said, “As far as any replenishment is concerned, we 
will cross that bridge later. I am not going to do anything about 
that now.” 

Mr. Smiljanich. It would be fair to say he did not rule out the 
possibility at that time? 

Mr. Regan. He didn’t, but he didn’t volunteer to do it right away 
either. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Moving then to the Geneva summit which took 
place in November of 1985, you attended that summit with the 
President? 

Mr. Regan. I did. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And during that summit, we have heard testi¬ 
mony about Mr. McFarlane telling you and the President about an 
ongoing shipment of HAWK missiles which Israel was engaged in 
at the time? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. What is your recollection of what Mr. McFar¬ 
lane told you and the President? 

Mr. Regan. Prior to the time we left, I recall just a momentary 
conversation, this was not a detailed briefing to the President, that 
there something up between Israel and Iran. It might possibly lead 
to our getting some of our hostages out, and we were hopeful, but 
he would keep the President apprised of what was going on. 
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Quite obviously, that was not the number one topic on our 
minds, at least I put it out of my mind until at one point, on the 
margins of the meeting, McFarlane asked if he could talk to the 
President about a different subject. So we went off in a corner, as I 
recall, and he told the President that—it was a very convoluted ar¬ 
rangement in which a plane would go to a warehouse in Portugal 
or some other such spot, and would pick up planes—pick up arms 
there and fly them to Israel. They would then go to one or another 
city in Iran, and at the same time, they were making arrange¬ 
ments to try to get hostages out. It was a very complicated maneu¬ 
ver. 

And he said he would keep the President up on whether or not it 
had happened. We heard nothing more about it until after we got 
back from Geneva, in which he said that the thing apparently 
hadn’t gone satisfactorily, the wrong shipment had been made, so 
on. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And he made it clear that the item that was 
being delivered was HAWK missiles or some type of missile? 

Mr. Regan. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Back even prior to going to Geneva, Mr. McFar¬ 
lane had told you and the President that something such as that 
was being contemplated and may take place; isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. But I don't recall whether or not he said 
HAWK missiles at that time. Certainly he said HAWK missiles in 
Geneva. 

Mr. Smiljanich. OK. And you and the President understood that 
Israel would want replenishment of the material that was sent to 
Iran? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, but as I recall, it was a lot more than 25, some¬ 
thing in the neighborhood of 80. 

Mr. Smiljanich. What did the President say he would do about 
the matter of replenishment? 

Mr. Regan. “Well, let’s see what happens.’’ 

Mr. Smiljanich. Again, he didn’t rule that out? 

Mr. Regan. He didn’t rule it out. He didn’t rule it in. He didn’t 
make a commitment. 

Mr. Smiljanich. After returning from Geneva, a meeting of the 
senior advisers of the President was held on December 7, 1985; do 
you recall that meeting? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Before we get to that meeting, just briefly, Ad¬ 
miral Poindexter has testified that the President signed a Finding, 
a Presidential Covert Action Finding, on December 5 which had 
been prepared by the CIA. Now, your records reflect that you were 
present at the December 5 daily briefing that Mr. McFarlane— 
excuse me, Admiral Poindexter had with t he President. _ 

Do you have any recollection of the President signing a Finding 
on that day? 

Mr. Regan. Absolutely none. I do not know anything about that 
Finding or I don’t recall the President signing it. I don’t recall it 

f oing through the normal paperwork flow. I know nothing of that 
'inding. 

I have racked my brains since I’ve read about it in the press, 
that you have had testimony to that effect. I've checked with my 
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members of the staff, the White House staff, who were working 
with me at that time, as to whether they remember it. No one can 
remember seeing that document. 

Mr. Smiljanich. But you’ve already described a procedure 
whereby material could be presented to the President by the Na¬ 
tional Security Adviser without you even being aware of it? 

Mr. Regan. That is possible, fm not saying it did happen. That’s 
possible. But I certainly did not see that document. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And on occasions, although you can’t say of 
course that it happened with regard to this Finding, on occasions, 
the President was in effect presented with material that didn’t pass 
through you? 

Mr. Regan. That’s correct. 

Mr. Smiljanich. At the meeting of December 7, 1985, Secretary 
Shultz, Secretary Weinberger, and you opposed the idea of going 
forward any further with this matter. 

What were your objections to it at that time? 

Mr. Regan. There*s an old Wall Street expression that I use, 
“cut your losses.” We had taken a chance here. We thought it was 
an endeavor that was worth exploring. We weren’t getting any¬ 
where. 

Five or 6 months had passed. It didn’t look like it was going any¬ 
where. Why bother? Cut your losses and get out of it. 

Mr. Smiljanich. In other words, would it be fair to say they were 
practical objections to the fact that it just wasn’t succeeding? 

Mr. Regan. That’s right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. What was the President’s view during that ses¬ 
sion? 

Mr. Regan. I think he was disappointed that there was no puc- 
cess, that we weren’t able to open up any dialogue with Iran. I 
know that he still wanted something, but he said, well, I think our 
compromise was that McFarlane would go to London, talk to those 
Iranian representatives and tell them that we were getting no¬ 
where, and cut the thing off. And let it go at that and see what else 
would happen. 

Mr. Smiljanich. When Mr. McFarlane returned from London, he 
recommended that the entire operation be aborted or terminated; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Regan. As I recall, he was quite disgusted with the sleazy 
type of characters that he had met there. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And he conveyed the impression to you and the 
President? 

Mr. Regan. He did. 

Mr. Smiljanich. In early January, Admiral Poindexter talked to 
you further about this matter, very early January, leading up to a 
January 7 meeting, and expressed the opinion that he felt this 
matter ought to go forward; is that correct? 

Mr. Regan. That's right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. What did he tell you at that time was new or 
up in the air about this matter? 

Mr. Regan. I don't recall whether this was on Air Force One on 
the way back from California and a meeting that the President had 
with President de la Madrid. It could have been there. If it weren’t, 
it was certainly the next day that he had said something new had 
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come up in the Iranian situation, that the—I'm not sure he said 
Israel, but he said an Israeli had come up with a new plan that 
would—seemed to be feasible, that we possibly could open up a 
second channel; perhaps we could talk to people of a higher rank 
within Iran. He thought it was something worth exploring. 

Mr. Smiljanich. At any rate, he left you or he told you specifi¬ 
cally that there was a new channel to Iran, a new way of getting to 
the Government? 

Mr. Regan. The possibility of a new channel. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Did he tell you that the contact with the Gov¬ 
ernment of Iran was still Ghorbanifar? 

Mr. Regan. Well, Ghorbanifar was mixed up in it, but he was 
not to be the principal one, as I understood it. 

Mr.' Smiljanich. Did he tell you that the contact within the Gov¬ 
ernment of Iran was the same individual that Ghorbanifar had 
been dealing with in the past? 

Mr. Regan. The implication was that it would be an additional 
or better contact within the Iranian Government. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Did Admiral Poindexter say that anything had 
happened to improve Mr. Ghorbanifar's chances of getting the hos¬ 
tages released by this process? 

Mr. Regan. I don't recall that. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Did he tell you that the Israelis and Iranians 
were now talking about 4,000 TOWs as opposed to 100 TOWs back 
in September? 

Mr. Regan. Not at that time. Not initially. 

Mr. Smiljanich. At any rate, based upon Admiral Poindexter's 
statements to you that there was a new channel, a new opening 
available, the possibility available here, this led to a January 7 
meeting of the President's senior advisers. In fact, I think it was an 
NSPG meeting? 

Mr. Regan. Well, there was a January 6 meeting before that. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Let’s talk about the January 6 meeting first. 
You were present at the daily briefing of the President on that day, 
according to your records? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Admiral Poindexter discussed a new proposed 
Finding with you and the President? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Is that the meeting you are referring to? 

Mr. Regan. And the Vice President. 

Mr. Smiljanich. That is the meeting you are referring to? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. He had a proposed Finding with him he gave to 
the President and discussed with him? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. This was the day before the NSPG meeting? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Exhibit 14, if you will turn to that for a second? 

Exhibit 14 is a signed Presidential Covert Action Finding, dated 
January 6, 1986. It shows the President's signature on the bottom. 
First oi all, do you have any specific recollection that this was the 
Finding presented to the President on that day? 
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Mr. Regan. Well, I know a Finding was presented to the Presi¬ 
dent on that day. I assume this is it. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Did you understand during that meeting that 
this was a Covert Action Finding that the President was supposed 
to actually execute on that day to move forward? 

Mr. Regan. No. As I understood what this was, this was a pre¬ 
brief of the President anticipatory to the meeting that he would 
have on January 7th so that he would know what the issues were 
and what type of decision he would be asked to make at the Janu¬ 
ary 7th meeting. 

Mr. Smiljanich. How did it come to be signed? 

Mr. Regan. I don’t know. I think it had to be an error, because it 
isn’t normal that the President would sign a draft such as this. 
Notice that this one, you know, it does not have the normal ap¬ 
pearance of a Finding. I have to think that this was the start of the 
process and inadvertently signed. 

Mr. Smiljanich. At the meeting of January 7, you expressed the 
view of moving forward with this initiative, is that correct? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. I guess I'm a born loser. Having lost in the first 
time around, why try it again? 

Well, it seemed again a worthwhile effort. I come back to the fact 
that it is important that we have contacts with Iran. We must do 
all we can to maintain some liaison there in the hopes of continu¬ 
ing to be at least neutral, if not pro-Western, and, accordingly, if 
we could make contacts higher up in that government, all right, 
let’s try it again. 

Mr. Smiljanich. But a large part of your thinking at that time 
had to do with the information that Admiral Poindexter had given 
you after coming back from the Christmas vacation? 

Mr. Regan. Oh, it was based entirely on what I had been told. I 
had no firsthand knowledge of this. I hadn’t anticipated any con¬ 
versations with any of the other people. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now, do you recall that at the January 7th 
meeting, first of all, Secretary Shultz was present, is that correct? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Secretary Weinberger? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. The Attorney General? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now, do you recall that the plan that was dis¬ 
cussed during that meeting involved 4,000 TOWs total? 

Mr. Regan. Up to 4,000 TOWs. It was not to be 4,000 TOWs all 
at once, but it would—the permission was being sought to utilize 
up to 4,000 TOWs. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And part of the plan was that a first shipment 
of 1,000 TOWs, missiles, would be sent to Iran in exchange for 
which all of the hostages would be released? All of the hostages, is 
that correct? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. That was the plan that was discussed then? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. At the January 7th meeting, Secretary Wein¬ 
berger expressed some concerns about the legality of this oper¬ 
ation. Do you recall that? 
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Mr. Regan. I don’t recall it being Secretary Weinberger. It is 
probable that he did so. But I know somebody raised objections. 

Mr. Smiljanich. About the legality? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Did the Attorney General express an opinion 
about the legality at that meeting? 

Mr. Regan. As I recall, he did, and he assured us that this would 
be legal if there were a Finding. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Did he indicate the basis for that opinion? 

Mr. Regan. I don’t recall his giving the basis. He may have. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Well, did he tell you or the group that he had 
read the statute and recalled reading an opinion of his predecessor 
from 5 years before? 

Mr. Regan. I do recall somebody bringing that up, and it is possi¬ 
ble it was the Attorney General, about the William French Smith 
opinion. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Do you recall him indicating that he had done 
any kind of—had his staff do any kind of research back at Justice? 

Mr. Regan. No. I don't recall that amount of detail. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And the President decided at that meeting on 
January 7 that he wanted to move forward with this? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And on January 17, he signed a Presidential 
Covert Action Finding. 

Mr. Regan. No, he didn’t. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. 

Mr. Regan. No, he didn't. 

Mr. Smiljanich. What happened? 

Mr. Regan. As I recall what happened was—this was very brief 
during part of the regular 9:30 meeting. There were other subjects 
discussed. And, oh, by the way, we have that Finding from the Jan¬ 
uary 7th. It was not shown to the President. He was briefed orally 
by the National Security Adviser, assured that it was in line with 
what he had seen on January 6th and what had been discussed at 
January 7th was in accordance with his wishes. I do not recall the 
President signing that document. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right, sir. Well, if you will turn to exhibit 17 
in your book. 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Do you have that? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Th at is a Presidential Covert Action Finding, 
dated at the bottom, January 17, 1986. 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And the signature of Ronald Reagan appears on 
it? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Is it your testimony, then—what you are saying 
is you don’t specifically recall the President signing this document? 

Mr. Regan. That’s right. I don’t remember him signing it, but 
that certainly is his signature. 

Mr. Smiljanich. When did you first discover that the President 
had signed a Finding on January 17 allowing this matter to go for¬ 
ward? 
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Mr. Regan. Sometime in October of 1986. Bill Casey called me to 
ask if I had a copy of the Finding of January. I asked my staff to 
see if we had a copy in our files. We had none. 

I went back to him and said no, I don't have one, ask John Poin¬ 
dexter. I said how come you don't have one. He said we don't have 
one in our files, and he said that’s why I'm trying to find one. 

So I didn’t realize that the thing had been signed or where it was 
until late October of '86. 

Mr. Smiljanich. So you are saying that in late October of 1986, 
after this operation had been going forward for 8, 9, 10 months, 
neither you nor Director Casey had specific knowledge that the 
President had signed a Finding dated January 17? 

Mr. Regan. I think both of us—although I shouldn’t characterize 
what he was thinking, but I will say that I was thinking that all 
along I just assumed that he probably had signed it. I just didn’t 
see it. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And you couldn’t locate a copy and the Director 
of Central Intelligence couldn’t locate a copy? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Smiljanich. You finally did determine who had the only 
copy of that Finding; is that right? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Who did you call? 

Mr. Regan. I asked Poindexter about it the next day. I said did 
Casey call you about that Finding. He said yes. I said where the 
hell has it been—excuse my language. That is normal for me. 
Excuse me. 

And he said I have the only copy, it’s in my safe, he said it's with 
me. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Moving back to the January-February time- 
frame, in late February, you were—you and the President were 
aware that 1,000 TOW missiles had been shipped to Iran from the 
United States? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. The President knew of and approved those ship¬ 
ments? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And under the plan that had been discussed 
with the senior advisers in January, upon the shipment of this first 
1,000 TOW missiles all of the American hostages held in Lebanon 
were supposed to be released; isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. When no hostages were released after shipment 
of those TOW missiles, what did you recommend the President do 
about the fact that the Iranians had broken their word? 

Mr. Regan. I told him I thought we ought to break it off, that we 
have been snookered again, how many times do we put up with 
this rug merchant type of stuff—or words to that effect. 

Mr. Smiljanich. What did the—what was the President’s atti¬ 
tude or decision? 

Mr. Regan. I think he shared my view that we had been had. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Did he instruct anyone to terminate their ac¬ 
tivities? 
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Mr. Regan. No. There was a pause then and I sort of lost track 
of what was going on. At that point we were deep in the middle of 
the tax bill and the budget battle, and I sort of lost track of, you 
know, what was going on. I wasn't paying that much attention to 
it. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Well, it popped back up during the Tokyo 
summit in May of 1986 when Secretary Shultz came to you and 
was very concerned about something. 

Do you recall that? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And what do you recall him telling you at that 
time? 

Mr. Regan. Has the man's name been mentioned in open hear¬ 
ing? It has? 

He told me that Ambassador Price had called him to alert him to 
the fact that Tiny Rowlands, a British business person, was inquir¬ 
ing about whether or not we were engaged in shipping arms to 
Iran, that he was being offered a—I suppose you'd say a share in 
the underwriting of this, and wanted to know was this indeed U.S. 
policy. 

And when I heard the name Rowlands involved in this, I was 
really concerned. 

Mr. Smiljanich. You knew of Mr. Rowlands? 

Mr. Regan. By reputation. 

Mr. Smiljanich. What was your concern at that time? 

Mr. Regan. Well, you know, what kind of a deal is this? Here we 
are going to outsiders, to a “British merchant banker," or entrepre¬ 
neur, as part of the Iranian arms sales? I couldn't follow what was 
going on. 

So I told him, I said you better get a hold of Poindexter and find 
out what is going on there. So he said he would. So that's the last I 
heard of that one. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Well, Secretary Shultz has testified that it was 
his recollection that when he gave you this information in Tokyo, 
first of all that you were alarmed. 

Would it be fair to say you were alarmed at this information? 

Mr. Regan. Concerned, yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. It was Secretary Shultz's recollection that you 
stated to him that you would attempt to bring it to the President’s 
attention. 

Mr. Regan. I don't recall that. I'm not sure that I thought that 
of sufficient importance to involve the President. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Well, if you were alarmed and you felt that this 
matter was possibly now in the hands of some people that you 
didn't particularly trust, why didn’t you feel that this was some¬ 
thing that—particularly given the fact that after the February 
shipment, when no hostages were released, you felt that this 
matter ought to be terminated? 

Why didn't you bring it to the President's attention at that 
point? 

Mr. Regan. Well, having—knowing that the Secretary of State 
was aware of this information, having made my concerns known to 
the Secretary of State, and he in turn reflecting those views to the 
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National Security Adviser, I felt that those were two vory compe¬ 
tent people who could handle the situation and would. 

There was no need for me to be going either around them or 
bringing something directly to the President that was really in 
their purview. I was trying to keep channels, if you will, or keep 
these things in channels. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Did you ever talk xo the President about this 
matter? I mean around that timeframe. 

Mr. Regan. Around that time, no. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Did you check back with Secretary Shultz at 
any point to see whether he had been satisfied by Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter’s— 

Mr. Regan. No. Again, you’ve got to remember we were at an 
economic summit. I was concerned that the President was being 
briefed, had enough information, going over with him some of the 
fine points of what the heads of government were discussing. So I 
put this sort of thing out of my mind. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now, in late May of 1986, the President—after 
Mr. McFarlane’s trip to Tehran, the President turned down a prop¬ 
osition that had been made to Mr. McFarlane for the delivery of 
two hostages for the HAWK spare parts that were being shipped 
through Israel. 

The President and Mr. McFarlane had insisted that all the hos¬ 
tages be released before any more parts would be delivered; isn’t 
that correct? 

Mr. Regan. That’s right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. 

By November of 1986 the President had authorized the delivery 
of all of the HAWK parts, 500 additional TOW missiles and two 
pallets of medicine, all in return for those same two hostages. 

Why did our negotiating position collapse so completely during 
that timeframe? 

Mr. Regan. I cannot offer you an explanation of that. I don’t 
know. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Well, as someone who came to government serv¬ 
ice from a phenomenal career on Wall Street, it must have oc¬ 
curred to you that the United States was being hustled? 

Mr. Regan. It was a bait and switch. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Did you so advise the President? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And what did the President say about why he 
was allowing this thing to continue? 

Mr. Regan. Well, I think he assumed that there are many times 
when a political leader has to deal with unsavory characters in 
order to accomplish an end, and I think he was under the impres¬ 
sion, well, if we can get to the top there, someplace toward the top 
in Iran, perhaps, you know, we can deal with them, but we have to 
work our way up the ladder. v 

Mr. Smiljanich. The committee has also learned, in addition to 
the above-added incentives which were thrown into the deal, the 
Iranians were told that we might be able to help with the Dawa 
prisoners in Kuwait, and we might be able to help with the over¬ 
throw of the Iraqi Government. Was that ever discussed by Admi¬ 
ral Poindexter in your presence? 
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Mr. Regan. Whenever that subject came up to the President, he 
was insistent he would never deal for those Dawa prisoners, never. 
He said, “I will never go to the Emir of Kuwait, and ask him to 
release any of those, those people are criminals, they are in jail 
properly, I will never ask him to release those.” 

As far as overthrowing the Government of Iraq, that was not our 
policy, and I never heard that being brought up to the President. 

Mr. Smiljanich. It also was not our policy to be selling arms to 
Iran, but this was never discussed in the President's- 

Mr. Regan. Again, you got to remember the circumstances under 
which we did this. This was the exception proving the rule. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Had anybody ever indicated to the President in 
your presence, or had the President ever stated that it would be all 
right to at least talk about these matters with the Iranians even if 
we didn’t intend to do anything about it? 

Mr. Regan. Not about the Dawa prisoners, absolutely not, nor 
the overthrow of Saddam—you know who I mean—in Iraq. 

Mr. Smiljanich. That would be, those types of promises that 
were not going to be kept would not be consistent with the idea of 
a new vision of a new bilateral relationship with Iran, would they? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now that brings us to the events of November, 
1986. Your contemporaneous notes indicate that you were a propo¬ 
nent of going public with this information- 

Mr. Regan. Absolutely. 

Mr. Smiljanich. —early on. 

Mr. Regan. Absolutely. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. What was your reasoning there? 

Mr. Regan. Well, here’s a breaking story that, whether it’s 
breaking in Beirut or breaking anywhere, that I could see was not 
going to stop. I recall discussing with other members of the staff, 
“The cover is blown here. We have got to go public with it. We 
have got to tell the Congress, we have got to tell the American 
public exactly what went on so they are aware of it.” 

Mr. Smiljanich. What did Admiral Poindexter recommend? 

Mr. Regan. Absolutely not. It was later reported in local papers 
here that we had a shouting match. We didn’t have a shouting 
match, we did have a difference of opinion—a strong one. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Vigorous. 

Mr. Regan. His reasoning was a good one, that Jacobsen had just 
come out as a hostage, North was preparing to go to London and 
actually did go to London that first weekend in November—what 
was it, the 8th or 9th, in through there—and there’s a possibility of 
two more prisoners coming out, two of the original ones, and 
maybe even the additional three, the later ones. And why blow 
that chance? We got to keep the lid on this, we got to deny it, we're 
endangering their lives. 

And then I might add here, a very dramatic thing happened. I 
recall it vividly. Jacobsen had a Rose Garden ceremony welcoming 
him back. He had said in his remarks he had cautioned the media 
about discussing this. On the way back, as the President and he 
were mounting the steps to the colonnade to go back into the Oval 
Office, there were shouted questions from the media about, “What 
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are you going to do about the hostages, what about the others that 
are there?” 

And Jacobsen turned and very emotionally said, “For God's sake, 
don’t talk about that, that is exactly what I have been saying, you 
are endangering lives of the people I love, these are my friends.” 
That made quite an impression on the President. And even though 
that same day I urged him again to get this story out, he said, “No, 
we can’t, Don,” he said, “We can’t endanger those lives.” And he 
didn’t. 

I did get him to promise, though, that on November 10, Monday, 
we could have a meeting to discuss just how much we could reveal. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And that meeting was held on November 10? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. We have as exhibits here the notes of Mr. Keel, 
who attended that meeting and also your notes. They are exhibits 
41 and 41(a). If you will turn to 41(a) for a moment, now those are 
notes in your handwriting? 

Mr. Regan. They are. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. They are fairly complete, in fact they 
are about 15, 14-15 pages worth of notes. You were keeping pretty 
extensive notes of the ongoing discussion, is that right? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. And at this meeting, Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter, toward the beginning, gave a general history of this oper¬ 
ation for the assemblage, is that right? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And in this presentation to the group, he said 
that a total of 1,000 TOW missiles had been shipped to Iran, which 
included the original Israeli shipment which the United States 
would have to replenish, is that correct? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Well, that was incorrect information, wasn’t it? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. The Attorney General stated at that meeting 
that the Israelis had sold these TOW missiles to Iran instead of the 
United States. Now, that was incorrect, wasn’t it? 

Mr. Regan. Again, I am not a lawyer, so I don’t want to seem to 
be too strong on these points, but in point of fact the Israelis did 
sell because the money went from Iran to the Israelis to our bank 
accounts. So technically speaking, I think that is correct. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Where did you receive this information about 
the money flow in connection with these missiles for the February 
TOWs, for the May HAWK parts, and for the October, 1986 TOW 
missiles? 

Mr. Regan. From the hearings of these Select Committees. 

Mr. Smiljanich. The presentation by Admiral Poindexter- 

Mr. Regan. Incidentally, it’s ironic that they would have had all 
of this machinations about foreign Finance and the one guy in the 
White House who knew a little about foreign finance was never 
consulted. 

Mr. Smiljanich. The presentation by Admiral Poindexter also 
included the fact that this whole operation or initiative had started 
when someone had stumbled across Israeli shipments coming out of 
a warehouse in a European country, is that correct? 
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Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. That is not how the operation started, is it? 

Mr. Regan. No. 

Mr. Smiljanich. It was also said in that meeting that Lt. Col. 
North still had a chance of getting two hostages released, is that 
right? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. So even with the revelations that had 
reached the press to that date, it was your understanding that this 
hadn't affected our relations with our contacts in Iran and the pos¬ 
sibility of moving forward with this? 

Mr. Regan. No, that was explained at that meeting that these 
contacts wanted to continue discussions. 

Mr. Smiljanich. What was decided, what was the outcome of 
that November 10 meeting? 

Mr. Regan. It was really not a clear-cut decision. It was left that 
we would continue our efforts to get these hostages out, but the 
President said that he had to have some type of statement, we 
were going to have to brief the Congress, ana we had to know iust 
how much in the way of facts that we could release without endan¬ 
gering these hostages. There was to be another meeting, I think it 
was 2 days later, with leaders of Congress to fill them in on all of 
the—as much as we could, because at that point it was rampant 
speculation in the press. 

So I was urging at that point that either the President go on TV 
or that he hold a press conference and go through the whole thing, 
but that was ruled out as, well, if you get into a press conference 
you are going to blow the whole thing, so you had better not do 
that, and how about a sanitized TV speech? Well, perhaps we can 
explain it to the nation, but it was left as really no firm decision 
came out of the meeting. 

Chairman Inouye. May I interrupt to announce that a vote is 
now pending in the House. That will explain the absence of House 
members. 

Mr. Regan. I thought I was boring them. 

Chairman Inouye. Please proceed. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Within 10 days of that meeting, both a speech 
to the nation and a press conference were, in fact, held, however. 
How did those decisions come about? 

Mr. Regan. Well, we continually discussed this. I know I was 
being urged by others on the staff, the Director of Communications, 
Pat Buchanan, by Larry Speakes, by others, saying this President 
is getting hung out to dry here, and unless you say something, this* 
thing is going to be, you know, a major imbroglio, and we have ^ot 
to do something. I was hammering at Poindexter that, look, we re 
going to have to do this, and finally we got the President to say, 
okay, we will go with the TV.address. 

But then at the same time we finally convinced them, all right, 
you got to go with the press conference, you iust can't duck all 
these stories that are being leaked here, leaked there, erroneous sto¬ 
ries coming out, Danish ships, and all this type of stuff, you are 
going to have to come out and tell the whole story. 

Mr. Smiljanich. You helped briefed the President for both the 
speech on the 13th and the press conference on the 19th? 
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Mr. Regan. He didn’t need briefing for the speech, but it was 
briefing for the press conference, yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. The speech was prepared? 

Mr. Regan. Prepared. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. Now, you knew at the time that this 
was ongoing that the President in September of 1985 had been in¬ 
formed of the 500 Israeli—500 TOWs that had been shipped by 
Israel. 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And had indicated at that point that he would 
not completely rule out the possibility of replenishing those TOWs? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And you also knew at that time that the Israe¬ 
lis’ delivery of TOWs was tied to the release of Benjamin Weir? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. You knew of the Israeli shipments in Novem¬ 
ber, the HAWK shipments in November of 1985, because you and 
the President had been informed of that? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. 

And no one in connection with those November 1985 shipments 
had ever indicated in any way that oil-drilling equipment was 
being shipped to Iran; isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Regan. I recall that that was to have been a cover story if 
discovered, it was to have been said that these were oil-drilling 
parts. 

Mr. Smiljanich. OK. 

So, in other words, you and the President understood that 
HAWKs were involved in that November 1985 shipment but 
that- 

Mr. Regan. Certainly. 

Mr. Smiljanich. -oil-drilling equipment was a cover story? 

Mr. Regan. Sure. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now, did you not remind the President—in con¬ 
nection with his preparation for these speeches of the September 
TOWs—of the November HAWKs, in his preparation? 

Mr. Regan. Not during the preparation as such. 

Maybe I should of sort of set the stage there for a couple minutes 
so you will understand how a Presidential briefing for a press con¬ 
ference goes. 

It normally takes place in the family theater. There are just 
people who understand or have a role to play in foreign policy that 
sit in on the foreign policy portion of it. When it comes to the do¬ 
mestic portion, other people come in from the staff. 

Sitting down in front of the table, some of the lists are—three of 
the staff, who act as interrogators of the President, similar to ques¬ 
tions—asking the same type of ques-ions that he might be asked by 
the media, he is given a book—we tried to do it 72 hours in ad¬ 
vance, perhaps 48 hours in advance—of answers to suggested ques¬ 
tions. 

All of the foreign policy questions—or the answers, rather—are 
prepared by the national security staff. When it comes to the in¬ 
terrogation, the President is asked the questions, then the National 
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Security Adviser is the first one who starts a critique of the Presi¬ 
dent’s answers, as to whether they are right or wrong. 

During this time the President was getting conflicting advice as 
to how much he could say and what he shouldn’t say. As a matter 
of fact, there were many in the room who had no knowledge of the 
shipments, and Admiral Poindexter was trying to be oblique in ref¬ 
erencing, (A) Israel and (B) the type of munitions that had been 
sent, so that the people in the room wouldn’t be aware of what was 
going on. 

I think this sort of confused the Presidential mind as to what he 
could say and what he couldn't say and what he should say and 
what he shouldn't say. 

There are many times, I think, when you have a lot more knowl¬ 
edge than the questions—if I understand anything from lawyers, 
it’s that you only answer the question that is put to you, don’t vol¬ 
unteer a lot more information. 

Accordingly, the President was on guard that night as to how 
much can I say vis-a-vis Israel, and he did get the answer botched. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Well, during the speech and during the press 
conference one of the matters that the President did volunteer was 
the statement that all of the weapons shipped to Iran could easily 
fit into a single cargo plane with plenty of space left over. 

Now, obviously tne President had to be told something like that 
in order for him to make a statement like that. 

How did that particular information come to his attention? 

Mr. Regan. Somewhere in these notes I think you may find it. 
Somewhere in here are notes that have been furnished to this com¬ 
mittee. 

This was during a meeting where, discussing with Poindexter 
and Keel, the President—I'm not sure whether the Vice President 
was there or not—we were discussing just how much had been 
done. 

And the President said, well, we have only sent them a small 
amount. Poindexter volunteered the information, oh, hell ves, a 
very small amount. I said, well, you know, like that old “What's 
My Line’’ type of questioning, you know, bigger than a breadbox. 

I said, John, how big is it, can you tell me how big it is, I have no 
idea. I fought a different war—what a—big a TOW missile is, let 
alone how big spare parts for HAWKs are. 

He said, oh, hell, they’d fit on a small plane, a couple pallets. 

So I said, well, can you find out the answer, and he came back 
and—a little red-faced—and said, well, make it a 05. But it literal¬ 
ly could fit on a 05. 

So that's where the statement came from, it all could fit on a 
plane. Most people think of it as a 727 or something—no. They are 
talking about a 05- 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now, when he first- 

Mr. Regan.— and I doubt that by the way even at that they 
would fit, but that’s something else again. 

Mr. Smiljanich. I think the record will probably reflect eventu¬ 
ally they would have a lot of difficulty getting into a 05. Perhaps 
it could be done with a shoe horn. I’m not certain. 

At any rate, when you first asked this question and Admiral 
Poindexter gave you his opinion about how big a TOW missile was, 
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do you recall that you were in the Oval Office and he said every 
one they shipped could probably fit in that office? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, I think he did say something like that. 

Mr. Smiljanich. There wouldn't be much room in the Oval 
Office to get any work done if, as it turned out—when you find out 
how much it would take to ship these TOW missiles, isn't that cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr. Regan. The Secret Service would have quite a problem if 
they had that many TOWs in the Oval Office. 

Mr. Smiljanich. After all of this preparation that you have de¬ 
scribed and after the press conference that the President held on 
November 19th, there had to be a correction made immediately 
after the press conference? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And that involved the issue of whether or not a 
third country had been involved in these shipments. 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now, during discussions that were held immedi¬ 
ately after the press conference, did any information come to your 
attention about a chronology or any paperwork that the NSC staff 
was using in connection with the compilation of these facts? 

Mr. Regan. Well, after Admiral Poindexter had scribbled out a 
correction and we had gone over it with the President, that was in 
the Blue Room right outside the East Room where the press confer¬ 
ence had been held, and Speakes was given that final copy to re¬ 
lease to the press, I walked over to the elevator with the President, 
bade him good night and walked back, and on the way to my office 
went through the Roosevelt Room. 

There were a group of staffers still in the Roosevelt Room, some 
NSC, some the White House staff, and they were discussing what 
had happened and why the President had misinformed the public 
about—you know, inadvertently, not deliberate—and I noticed that 
North was leading the discussion. 

And after we got a little way along in the discussion I decided to 
leave to go back to my own office to pack up to go home, one of— 
another White House assistant walked out with me and he said to 
me, did you recognize what North had there, what he was quoting 
from. I said no. 

He said he's got a chronology. I said a chronology of what. He 
said it has to be of all these events. I said, well, get me a copy of 
that. 

So the next morning this same staffer reported back to me that 
he couldn't get a copy of it. I asked Poindexter for a copy. I said 
North has a chronology, let me see it. 

An hour or so later he brought a copy over to me. Two or 3 hours 
later he came back and requested that I give it back to him; he 
said it was incorrect. 

I didn’t. I held onto it. It's part of your records now. 

I had shown it—I gave it immediately to the President's counsel, 
Peter Wallison, and said look this over, there's something screwy 
here, take a close look at this and see what your eye detects. 

And so we didn’t give the—a copy back to Poindexter. 
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Mr. Smiljanich. Would you turn for a moment to exhibit 49 in 
your book. That’s a copy of a three-page chronology dated Novem¬ 
ber 20, 1986. 

You may not be able to specifically recall that this was the exact 
chronology you saw, but does this look like the type of chronology 
you received? 

Mr. Regan. It was the type of chronology I received. Whether it 
was the specific one, I couldn't say. 

Mr. Smiljanich. I understand that. There are several versions of 
this. The chronology here is approximately—well, it’s three pages 
long. 

Does that seem about the length of the chronology you received? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. Did it concern you that here we were 
on November 20, after this matter had been on the front pages of 
every major newspaper, had been the lead-off story with all the 
networks for a month now, that the President had already been 
before the public—the nation on a speech, that the President had 
held a press conference which was a very contentious press confer¬ 
ence, and was out front there having to field these tough questions, 
that here we were, after all this time, on November 20, and the 
NSC staff could not put together an accurate three-page chronolo- 

gy? 

Mr. Regan. Very concerned. Very concerned. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Did you bring that to the President’s attention 
at that time? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. How did that come about, who did 
you meet with? 

Mr. Regan. I told the President when I met with him before 
Poindexter came in on the—I'm trying to get my dates straight. 
This would have been the 20th. No, the 21st, the morning of the 
21st; that something sure as hell was screwy, because I had asked 
for a chronology, it had been given to me, they took it back. They 
couldn’t seem to get their act together. 

I said, “I just don’t understand what’s going on here. They don’t 
seem to be able to come up with it, if I were you, Mr. President, I 
would, insist, crack the whip and make them come up with the cor¬ 
rect chronology.” 

Mr. Smiljanich. On that Friday, November 21, the Attorney 
General told you and the President that there was a conflict in the 
testimony between Secretary Shultz on the one hand and Mr. 
McFarlane, Casey, and North on the other hand about whether or 
not HAWKs were on the November, 1985, shipment; do you recall 
that? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, I do. But before you get to that, that night, No¬ 
vember 20, the Secretary of State was boiling, as a matter of fact, 
all during the day, because he claimed to have spotted or his staff 
had spotted five or six errors in the President’s remarks, and he 
thought that the President was being ill-used, and he personally 
wanted to tell this to the President. 

So he did meet with the President—I was present at the meet¬ 
ing—in the quarters on the evening of November 20, and pointed 
out to the President some of these discrepancies. 
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Mr. Smiljanich. He spoke in pretty blunt language at that point, 
didn’t he, about the fact there were so many discrepancies and in¬ 
accuracies in the statements to date? 

Mr. Regan. He sure did. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. And it was the next day then that the 
President met with you and the Attorney General and the Attor¬ 
ney General talked about this conflict between the testimony? 

Mr. Regan. Right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. Now, this led then to the Attorney 
General's factfinding investigation which started on that day and 
ran through the weekend. 

Did the Attorney General ask you and the President on Novem¬ 
ber 21 whether or not you had any information as to what was on 
that November, 1985, shipment? 

Mr. Regan. No, not as such. He told us that this was discrepan¬ 
cies in the stories of, or remembrances of various people in NSC, 
CIA, and so on, but did not ask us what we remembered of it, no. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Well, you had information that would have as¬ 
sisted in his investigation with regard to clearing up that contro¬ 
versy, didn’t you? 

Mr. Regan. Yes and no. We did not know which facts were incor¬ 
rect. We did not know the basis of the dispute as to whether it was 
facts involving the dates of shipments or the amounts of shipments, 
or what they were. He characterized it as being discrepancies, 
period, that he wanted, or thought should be looked into and 
cleared up so that we had all of the facts and have them correct. 

I may have added a little bit to the haste with which the Attor¬ 
ney General looked into some of this thing, because I urged him to 
have the thing ready by Monday afternoon at 2:00. We had called a 
meeting of all of the NSC members in order to go over our future 
with Iran: where do we go from here? The story is out, the Presi¬ 
dent has been on the air; where do we go from here, what—and 
how are we going to arrange it? 

Recall that the Secretary of State was urging that State take 
over and run this operation now. Question: Should they be doing 
it? Who should be doing it? Should we be doing it all? 

So I said, “Ed, it would be appropriate that at least when we 
review where we have been, that we at least know or have common 
knowledge of all of the facts, so try to get them by 2:00 on 
Monday. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Well, there were only a handful of people in the 
entire U.S. Government who knew back in November, 1985, that 
there was this ongoing HAWK shipment, and two of them were sit¬ 
ting there in the Oval Office with the Attorney General who was 
beginning a factfinding investigation. 

Is it your testimony that the Attorney General did not even ask 
you and the President what information you could contribute to 
this question? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. That’s right. It is not unusual, by the way. Re¬ 
member, he is just starting an investigation. I don’t know how—I 
notice by your bios, many of you have been in investigatory posi¬ 
tions before. I don't know whether you start at the bottom and 
work your way to the top, or start at the top and work your way to 
the bottom in an investigation. 
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I figured if he wanted information from us, he would ask us at 
the appropriate time. 

Mr. Smiljanich. You understood that the Attorney General was 
going to try to get some information together in connection with 
very early the next week, November 24 or 25? 

Mr. Regan. That’s right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. During that timeframe, up to the 24th, did the 
Attorney General ever interview you or the President about your 
recollections? 

Mr. Regan. He did not interview me, and I don’t think he inter¬ 
viewed the President. 

Mr. Smiljanich. That takes us to November 24. During that 
weekend of the 22d and 23d, did you have any involvement in the 
investigation? Did you have any discussions with anyone at the 
White House? 

Mr. Regan. No. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. Now, on November 24th, you were 
told by the Attorney General about the diversion of funds; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. That’s Monday. He told you before the informa¬ 
tion got to the President? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. Not in detail but just as—there has been some 
diversion of funds here, apparently, and this is information we got 
to get to the President. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. What was your reaction when you 
heard that information? 

Mr. Regan. Horror. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. Did you then meet with the President 
and the Attorney General that morning and give the President this 
information, or exactly what did you do? 

Mr. Regan. The President had a political leader coming in from, 
I believe it was an African political leader coming in around 11:30, 
so we shoe-horned Ed Meese in for just a few minutes to alert the 
President that he had some bad news, but I think this is the phrase 
he used. He said, “I have a few things to button up, then I want to 
get back to you and tell you the full story.” So we agreed that we 
would meet after the NSrG meeting in the Oval Office. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Did he say anything in this initial conversation 
about anything in connection with the diversion of funds? 

Mr. Regan. I think he may have said a possible diversion of 
funds, but no names were specified nor amounts nor anv details. 

Mr. Smiljanich. You were then present after the NSPG meeting 
with the Attorney General and the President when the Attorney 
General gave the President a little more details about what he had 
discovert? 

Mr. Regan. That's right. 

Mr. Smiljanich. It was just the three of you in the Oval Office? 

Mr. Regan. That’s it. 

Mr. Smiljanich. What was the President's reaction upon- 

Mr. Regan. Deep distress, deep distress. 

You know, the question has been asked, I’ve seen it in the paper 
time and time again: did the President know? Let me put it this 
way. This guy I know was an actor, and he was nominated at one 
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time for an Academy Award, but I would give him an Academy 
Award if he knew anything about this when you watched his reac¬ 
tion to express complete surprise at this news on Monday the 24th. 
He couldn't have known it. 

Mr. Smiljanich. It would be fair to say, based on his reaction, he 
didn't think it was such a neat idea? 

Mr. Regan. No, I don’t—I wouldn't characterize it that way at 
all. 

Mr. Smiljanich. OK. 

Now, you knew nothing about the fact that there had been a 
mark-up of the cost of these missiles in connection with their ship¬ 
ment to Iran? 

Mr. Regan. That’s what Meese told us. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Your understanding was this was a direct cost 
transaction? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. All right. You had a term for that, you have a 
term for your understanding of what kind of deal this was on Wall 
Street? 

Mr. Regan. On Wall Street the deal, as I understand it, was 
NPH. 

Mr. Smiljanich. What does that stand for? 

Mr. Regan. “No profit here." That is, you’re selling it at cost, no 
profit. That’s what I thought we were doing, selling it out of our 
stocks or replenishing Israeli stocks at our cost. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Was a 600-percent markup consistent with a 
vision of a new bilateral relationship with Iran? 

Mr. Regan. I’ll say one thing, that may be another way to try to 
balance the budget. 

Mr. Smiljanich. What was said on this afternoon of November 
24 about the future status of both Admiral Poindexter and Lt. Col. 
North? 

Mr. Regan. Nothing specifically. I indicated to the President 
that this is very serious. As a matter of fact, in that meeting I told 
both Ed Meese and the President, I said, “We got to get this out 
right away." It was then close to 5:00. I said, ‘ r There is no sense 
going with it tonight; let’s go with this tomorrow. But we are going 
to have to get it out." 

I told the President later, after Meese had left, I said, “I think 
John Poindexter has got to go. We just can’t have a guy like that 
around here if he didn’t follow up on this." Because you got to re¬ 
member, at that point, what Meese had told us was that Poin¬ 
dexter said, “I should have been supervising North better, and I 
didn’t. I didn’t look into this." 

I also suggested at that meeting that taking a lead from the 
tragic Challenger disaster, that we had better have a commission 
look into this, that nobody would believe it if just Ed Meese looked 
into this, that he wanted to start a criminal investigation. I 
thought that was proper, but iust as NASA wanted to investigate 
itself and come up with the Challenger report, and I said no, and 
we ended up with a Rogers Commission. I said absolutely not. We 
are going to have to have our own commission, independent people, 
and that was the birth of the Tower Commission right then and 
there, that afternoon. 



31 

I don’t recall any conversation regarding North on Monday after¬ 
noon. 

Mr. Smiuanich. It was just determined at that point that Admi¬ 
ral Poindexter would have to resign? 

Mr. Regan. The President didn’t assent, didn’t disagree. He is 
not the type that likes to go around firing people. 

Mr. Smiljanich. In other words, you told him it was your 
advice- 

Mr. Regan. Ironic statement, coming from me. 

Mr. Smiuanich. At any rate, you told the President you believed 
that Admiral Poindexter would have to resign and you took the 
President’s silence as assent to that decision? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiuanich. And nothing was said about Lt. Col. North’s 
status that evening? 

Mr. Regan. Not on Monday afternoon. 

Mr. Smiuanich. Now during the afternoon or going into the 
evening of November 24th, Director Casey had been trying to reach 
you; is that correct? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Smiuanich. He told you he had something he wanted to talk 
to you about, he urgently wanted to talk to you? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiuanich. Did you meet privately with Director Casey that 
night? 

Mr. Regan. I couldn’t find a time that was mutually convenient, 
because I came back from the meeting with the President and Ed 
Meese, immediately got a couple of members of the staff working 
on a Presidential statement for the following morning, and going 
through a lot of other things. 

As a matter of fact, believe it or not, after hearing all of this 
stuff, that night we had a meeting on the budget. It was scheduled, 
and it couldn’t wait. So I had to sit through a budget meeting. 

But I told Casey that—he asked if on the way home, I could stop 
by Langley and meet with him. So I said yes, I would stop by for a 
few minutes on my way home to dinner. 

Mr. Smiuanich. And you did so? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Smiuanich. The meeting was just two of you? 

Mr. Regan. Just the two. 

Mr. Smiuanich. Any notes? 

Mr. Regan. Not by me. 

Mr. Smiuanich. At this meeting, you told Director Casey about 
the fact that you and the President had learned that day that 
there had been a diversion of funds from the sale of these muni¬ 
tions to Iran? 

Mr. Regan. I did. 

Mr. Smiuanich. And what was Director Casey’s reaction? 

Mr. Regan. Well, you don’t get much facial reaction, or didn’t 
get much facial reaction from Bill Casey. You wouldn’t know exact¬ 
ly how he was taking this news. It did seem to surprise him, be¬ 
cause originally he asked, he said, “Where are we? Why can't we 
get this thing straight? Why can’t we get a story out?” 
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And then I told him of what Meese had told the President and 
me that afternoon, and he said, “What are you going to do about 
it?” 

I said, “We are going to go public with it tomorrow.” I said, “We 
have to get this story out. We can’t sit on this one.” 

And he said, “Well, do you realize the consequences of what you 
are doing?” He said, “You are going to blow the whole Iranian 
thing and possibly blow the lives of these hostages.” 

I said, <? Be that as it may,” I said, “How the hell can we”— 
excuse me—“how can we sit on this stuff for any longer? I mean, 
the thing is an absolute disgrace that we haven’t put it out yet. 
And on top of that, now that we have this possible criminal act,” I 
said, “how can we sit on it?” 

He said, “Well, I guess you got to do it,” but, he said, “I hope you 
realize, you know, this is going to cause quite a few upsets and is 
going to be a mayor story.” 

I said, “I know it, Bill, but that is the only thing we can do.” 

Mr. Smiljanich. He specifically mentioned one of the dire conse¬ 
quences might be a cutoff of further funding for the Contras? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And he also stated that he believed the Iranian 
Government would be angry and upset to learn that they had been 
charged a markup and what had been done with that residual? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. He was also concerned about congressional reac¬ 
tion to this matter in general; is that correct? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Did he recommend that anything be done spe¬ 
cifically? 

Mr. Regan. No. 

I didn’t, you know—I was doing most of the telling rather than 
asking him what we should do. And he didn’t volunteer except, you 
know, “Have—do you realize what you are doing?” that type of 
thing. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Then the meeting ended? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. It was a short meeting. I wouldn’t say more 
than 20, 25 minutes. 

Chairman Inouye. Mr. Smiljanich, would this be a good place to 
take our recess? 

Mr. Smiljanich. Yes. 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will stand in recess for 10 min¬ 
utes. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will please come to order. 

Mr. Smiljanich? 

Mr. Smiljanich. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Regan, let's before we leave that meeting that you had with 
Director Casey on the evening of the 24th, was anything said at 
that meeting about the fact that Admiral Poindexter was going to 
resign the next day? 

Mr. Regan. No. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now, you talked about the fact that after you 
told Director Casey this information, and he described some of the 
dire consequences that he saw would result from this disclosure, let 
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me ask you this: what was it that Director Casey wanted to see you 
so urgently about that evening? 

Mr. Regan. As I recall, it was that he was wondering, you know, 
what is the President’s state of mind at this point. You know, we 
are going round and round here, we don’t seem to be able to get a 
straight story, what is the President thinking at this point. 

Mr. Smiljanich. But I had the impression from your description 
of the fact that he wanted to see you that it was very urgent, that 
there was something in particular he wanted to see you about that 
evening? 

Mr. Regan. Well, whatever it was, if it were something either 
entirely different or either part of the Iran-Contra affair, he never 
did bring it out, because I think the news that I gave him was the 
only subject we discussed that evening. 

Mr. Smiljanich. So if he had something specific and urgent that 
he wanted to talk to you about, when you described the diversion, 
whatever it was he wanted to talk to you about was passed over? 

Mr. Regan. I guess so. 

Mr. Smiljanich. The i\ext morning, November 25th, I think you 
have already just briefly touched on it. When you came into the 
White House, you went and talked briefly with Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter? 

Mr. Regan. Well, that evening at home, the evening of the 24th, 
I drew up a rather lengthy plan of action as to what steps we 
would take in order to remind me of various things. 

I got into the office early, at 6:30 in the morning, to work with 
the staff on the Presidential statement, to check with Ed Meese to 
see if he were ready, and would be at a position to answer all the 
media inquiries that would come about, and then I told my secretary 
that I wanted to see Admiral Poindexter, if she could find out was 
he in. He wasn't. 

He didn’t come in until much later than normal that morning, 
but then I did go see him. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And what did you tell Admiral Poindexter and 
what did he tell you? 

Mr. Regan. Well, again, this is a very vivid recollection in my 
mind. He was sitting at the end of his conference table having 
breakfast from a tray, and I went in and in my normal fashion 
said, you know, "What is going on, John?” You know, "What the 
heck happened here?” 

And he was very careful, deliberate. John is a deliberate man. 
He adjusted his glasses, he dabbed at his mouth with his napkin, 
put it down. He said, "Well, I guess I should have looked into it 
more, but I didn't.” 

He said, "I knew that Ollie was up to something, but,” he said "I 
didn’t know what.” And he said, "I just didn’t look into it. 

I said to him, "Why not? What the hell? You are a vice admiral. 
What is going on?” 

And he said, well, I suppose this will get me into trouble now 
with one of my old neighbors from my old neighborhood back in 
Cambridge, MA, but, he said, "Well, that damned Tip O’Neill.” 

He said, "The way he is jerking the Contras around, I was just so 
disgusted,” he said, "I didn't want to know what he was doing.” 
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Mr. Smiljanich. You didn’t have any discussion with Admiral 
Poindexter about any authorization he might have received in con¬ 
nection with this matter? 

Mr. Regan. No. I told him then— -I said, “Well, John, I think 
when you go into see the President at 9:30, you better make sure 
you have your resignation with you.” 

Mr. Smiljanich. What did he say? 

Mr. Regan. He said “I have been thinking of that.” He said, “I 
will.” 

Mr. Smiljanich. And at the 9:30 daily national security briefing, 
Admiral Poindexter submitted his resignation? 

Mr. Regan. He came in and immediately started the discussion 
by saying-—he told the President he was sorry for what had hap¬ 
pened and again repeated that he probably should have looked into 
it more, but didn’t. And he was submitting his resignation. 

Mr. Smiljanich. What did the President say? 

Mr. Regan. Well, it was a very sorrowful moment, a very hushed 
moment. The Attorney General was there, as I recall. And the 
President nodded and said, “I understand.” He said, “This is a 
shame that it has happened this way, that a man with your great 
naval record,” so on, “has come to this end,” but he said, “That is 
it,” and there was sort of an awkward silence. 

Poindexter left the room. 

Mr. Smiljanich. What was decided with regard to the future of 
Lt. Col. North on the NSC staff? 

Mr. Regan. His status was different from that of Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter. Admiral Poindexter was what we term a commissioned offi¬ 
cer. That is, he was a Presidential appointment. And as such, 
would have to resign. Lt. Col. North was detailed by the Marine 
Corps to the National Security staff. 

I said later at the 10:15 meeting, where members of the NSC, the 
Secretary of State, Secretary of Defense, and so forth were being 
briefed about what had happened, I told Cap Weinberger that I 
thought North should be detailed back to the Marine Corps, that 
he shouldn’t stay on the NSC staff. 

Mr. Smiljanich, And is that, in fact, how the situation was han¬ 
dled? 

Mr. Regan. As far as I know, yes. Because later at the 11:00 
o’clock meeting with the Congress, Cap Weinberger did tell the 
Senators and Representatives present that North was being re¬ 
turned to the Marine Corps for further assignment. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now, going forward then to early December, a 
meeting was going to be held with the second channel that had 
come up in connection with this Iran initiative. Leading up to that 
meeting, which would take place in Europe, Director Casey wanted 
to change something with regard to the talking points that would 
be presented to the second channel. 

Do you recall that incident? 

Mr. Regan. I recall something of it, yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. What do you recall? What did Director Casey 
tell you? What was he concerned about? 

Mr. Regan. Well, as I recall, there was a very narrow construc¬ 
tion that was going to be made of what the U.S. participants in 
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those discussions could discuss and Casey wanted it broadened, I 
believe, to include the hostages. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Do you recall that the issue also involved 
whether or not this channel to Iran should include policy matters 
in addition to intelligence matters? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. Yes. That is what it was. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Director Casey wanted to make sure that this 
channel allowed the CIA to continue to have this channel in con¬ 
nection with policy matters; isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And he asked you to bring this to the Presi¬ 
dent’s attention? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Did you do so? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, I did. I told him—well, this is a normal proce¬ 
dure. There is nothing sinister about this. Any cabinet officer or 
cabinet rank officer who thought he needed a Presidential decision 
but not necessarily a meeting with the President would call me up 
and say, “Hey, on such-and-such, I think :hus and so, why don’t 
you tell the President about it?” 

So I did. I told him what Casey's views were on it and told him 
that he should consider it and talk to George Shultz about it. 

Mr. Smiljanich. At any rate, the meeting was held and it was 
reported back the results of that meeting; is that correct? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Now, this is now mid-December 1986. After all 
of the front page publicity about this matter for over a month, 
after the public revelations of our prior negotiations with the Aya¬ 
tollah, after this had been kept from the Intelligence Committees 
for well over a year, until they read about it in the papers, after all 
of that, isn’t it correct that the Iranians were still offering to use 
-their influence to get our hostages out of Lebanon? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. And isn’t it correct that the Ayatollah at that 
point still wanted to get his hands on U.S. weapons? 

Mr. Regan. I don’t know about the Ayatollah, but those Iranians 
there were dickering for more arms, yes. 

Mr. Smiljanich. Well, you had no belief that these Iranian mod¬ 
erates were going to shoot their missiles at the Ayatollah, did you? 

Mr. Regan. I had no idea what they were going to do with them. 

Mr. Smiljanich. The Ayatollah’s army was going to use- 

Mr. Regan. It may not be a bad idea, but go ahead. 

Mr. Smiljanich. You understood the Ayatollah's army was going 
to use those missiles to kill Iraqis? That was the purpose—that is 
why Iran wanted these missiles? 

Mr. Regan. They were always referred to by members of the 
NSC who were advising the President as defensive weapons. They 
were never characterized as offensive weapons. 

- Mr. Smiljanich. Well, the Iraqi soldier who might be on' the 

other end of the TOW missile might not make that distinction, 
would you agree with that? 

Mr. Regan. That is true, but if it is on the offense, he has to expect 
some defense. 
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Mr. Smiljanich. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That's all the ques¬ 
tions I have. 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you very much, Mr. Smiljanich. 

We will now recognize the designated Members, Senators Heflin 
and Cohen. They will be recognized for 30 minutes apiece. 

Senator Heflin? 

Mr. Heflin. Mr. Regan, first let me state it is my understanding 
that you appear here as a witness without invoking the fifth 
amendment. 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Heflin. And no immunity has been granted you relative to 
your appearance. 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Heflin. You— 

Mr. Regan. And also I waived executive privilege also, sir. 

Mr. Heflin. You have testified very cooly and calmly and con¬ 
vincingly with some areas in which there are question marks, and I 
want to try to get into some of those. But first we have heard a lot 
about fall guys and we have heard a lot about participants involved 
in this who would take the spears in the chest, but as of this stage, 
not to say that it won't be different at some later date, you ap¬ 
pear to be the primary fall guy, that circumstances, in effect, have 
made you the fall guy. 

Now, reading from the Tower Report, the Tower Report wasn’t 
very complimentary of you, and they said that on page IV and XI, 
“More than almost any Chief of Staff of recent memory, he,” refer¬ 
ring to you, Mr. Regan, “asserted personal control over the White 
House staff and sought to extend this control to the National Secu¬ 
rity Adviser. He was personally active in national security affairs 
and attended almost all of the relevant meetings regarding the 
Iran initiative. He, as much as anyone, should have insisted on an 
orderly process being observed. __ 

“In addition, he especially should have insured that plans were 
made for handling any public disclosure of the initiative. He must 
bear primary responsibility for the chaos that descended upon the 
White House when such disclosure did occur.” 

Now, in fairness, I think that you ought to have an opportunity 
to respond to that. I have really, I don't think I have ever heard a 
real explanation from you. You resigned and basically faded away, 
and I think you are entitled, in fairness, to respond and to respond 
here to the committee to these allegations of the Tower Commis¬ 
sion. 

Mr. Regan. I would be glad to do that, Senator. 

First of all, I am not sure I want to educate the committee, but 
at least I educated myself. When I heard all this description of fall 

f iys coming out in the press from these hearings, I asked my staff, 
asked, “What is the derivation of fall guy, where did that term 
ever come from?” I didn't know whether it was a movie stunt man 
who took the falls for the hero or what it was. It turns out it’s a 
wrestling expression dating back from the 19th Century, when they 
had fixed wrestling matches. 

You recall in wrestling it is two falls out of three, and one guy 
would be the fall tfuy. 

Mr. Heflin. Did you put that in past tense? 
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Mr. Regan. I put that in the past tense. Far be it from me to 
characterize current day wrestling. But, anyway, the fall guy was 
the guy who agreed to lose. I never agreed to lose, so inasmuch as I 
didmt do that, I am not sure I am the fall guy in that sense of the 
word. 

As far as spears in the breast are concerned, I don’t mind spears 
in the breast, it’s knives in the back that concern me. 

Now as far as chaos is concerned, I am not sure what could have 
been done about the chaos. I did try, in all honesty, to get this 
word out as quickly as I could to make it public, to let the Congress 
know, to let the American public know what we had been doing 
and that it was a failed policy, that it had not succeeded, make a 
clean breast of it. I think the American public will understand 
when one of their leaders tries something with good intentions and 
it doesn’t succeed if they know about it and can understand it. 

What they will not forgive is a desire to hoodwink them or to 
conceal something. I think the Congress has the same attitude to¬ 
wards the executive branch. I wanted to make it public, but as I 
explained earlier, it was decided that we should not do that for fear 
of endangering the hostages. 

When the added fillip came of there being this diversion of 
funds, then the dam broke loose. There was no stopping that story 
then, and I realized that I don't care who it was; we just had to get 
that story out. It may have been inadvertent. I have seen some 
second guessing say ,r Why didn’t they wait, why didn’t they look 
more into this, why didn’t they have a better story or a more com¬ 
plete story to tell on that Tuesday morning, the 25th?” 

Well, I submit that I will take responsibility for the one who 
urged the President to get it out, and get it out now, even though it 
may only be half the story as we know it, get it out. So we did that. 
I have been accused of rigging the chronology, as a matter of fact, 
one of the s o-c alled leading weeklies Jiad a cover story on that, that 
I was responsible. 

As you know from your own testimony here, I had nothing to do 
with that chronology, I was looking for the chronology, wanting it, 
trying to get it straight rather than sitting up at night trying to 
get people in some back room somewhere to rig it. There has been 
a lot said, but I guess that goes with the turf. Time enough has 
passed to where I am reconciled to it, so from that point of view, I 
will tell my story and let history judge it. 

Mr. Heflin. Do you want to give any reply relative to the state¬ 
ment that “he, as much as anyone, should have insisted an orderly 
process be observed?” 

Mr. Regan. I am not sure what they meant there. They never 
questioned me, by the way, on any of this, none of the members of 
tne Tower Commission. I didn’t testify at all about that, so I am 
still puzzled about what they meant. All I can speculate is that per¬ 
haps we should have had a fall-back position or some type of posi¬ 
tion. If this is uncovered, what do we say? 

My attitude was then and still is now, when the thing is blown— 
when the cover is blown, all right, admit it, tell what has been 
going on, don’t still try to conceal it. 

Mr. Heflin. They also state that you were personally active in 
national security affairs, attended almost all of the relevant meet- 




38 


ings regarding the Iran initiative. Now, from your testimony, I 
think we are left in a perplexing situation, if we believe your testi¬ 
mony, then I think we will have to be convinced that that was an 
intentional effort made to keep things from you and to take action, 
in effect, behind your back. 

Do you have a feeling that this occurred? 

Mr. Regan. Well, I do know this, Senator, that I was not in¬ 
formed of what was going on here, particularly the details of who 
was involved. I never heard of General Secord or Albert Hakim or 
any of these characters. I had no idea Mr. Khashoggi was involved 
in any of this. None of those details was ever made known to me. I 
certainly knew nothing of the diversion of funds and the mark up 
of the basic costs and so on. 

So, from that, and I do know I have read in the paper that there 
was a PROF note from Colonel North to Admiral Poindexter about 
how much Don Regan knew of this, and John Poindexter’s answer 
to North was: “He knows very little, and it's best you keep it that 
way.” I have only just realized, I believe, that what he was refer¬ 
ring to there was if I knew about it, I would blow the whistle. 
There is no way I would put up with diversion of funds. I have 
worked with money too much too long to know you just don't do 
that sort of thing. 

Mr. Heflin. Do you feel that Mr. McFarlane, during his time as 
the National Security Adviser, kept you fairly well informed on the 
activities of his shop? 

Mr. Regan. I received the daily briefings the same as the Presi¬ 
dent did, I received copies of intelligence information. To that 
extent, I knew what was going on, but to this day, I have never 
seen an organization chart of the NSC. I do not know how much 
their budget is. I do not know how many people are on their staff. 

One of the things that I would hope this committee could do is 
maybe give some guidance, if not forthis President, at least for the 
next President, as to what a proper size of an NSC staff should be. 
We had hoped that the Tower Commission might do that, but in 
their rush to get their information of what they had found out, 
they were never able to pause long enough to consider that, but I 
do think that is something that should be the subject of discussion 
between the Congress that created the NSC and the executive 
branch that uses it. 

Mr. Heflin. I don’t believe you answered my question fully. 

Mr. Regan. I am sorry. 

Mr. Heflin. I asked you about, do you feel he kept you informed, 
Mr. McFarlane? 

Mr. Regan. I think reasonably well informed, reasonably well, 
but certainly not to any detail as to who on his staff was doing 
what. 

Mr. Heflin. All right, sir, December 4, 5, 6, in this area, seems to 
be a significant date in the year 1985, I believe it is on December, 
the 4th, that Mr. McFarlane resigns. 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Heflin. Admiral Poindexter comes on as a new National Se¬ 
curity Adviser. At that particular time, the press reports generally 
accepted by the public that the reason Mr. McFarlane resigned was 
conflicts between you and Mr. McFarlane, particularly indicating 
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that you wanted to have more control over national security mat¬ 
ters. 

Would you care to comment as to whether those reports, as I 
have attempted to summarize it, you think are true or false? 

Mr. Regan. I think they’re generally false. I have never person¬ 
ally discussed this with Bud McFarlane. I had good relationships 
with him, I don’t say we were close friends or that we socialized 
together too much, out we had a good professional relationship. 
From his point of view, he actually resigned on Thanksgiving, or 
around Thanksgiving, long before December 4. He told the Presi¬ 
dent he was going to resign. He went to see the President at the 
ranch on the Friday after Thanksgiving, I believe it was. I was 
back here in the East, I had no idea he was resigning nor indeed 
that he had resigned. 

And as a result, it wasn’t until the President told me after I saw 
him when he got back that he had McFarlane’s resignation. And 
he said that McFarlane had told him he resigned because he was 
tired, he had been through a lot and thought it was time to move 
on. 

Mr. Heflin. If you will, look in your exhibit book to exhibit 6, 
which is a Finding that the President signed first relative to the 
arms sale in which there is a question as to whether it was inad¬ 
vertently signed. This is the Finding that does not mention an 
effort to develop a relationship with the moderate element in Iran 
but is strictly a Finding relative to arms-for-hostages. This was 
signed, I believe, on December 6, the second day after Admiral 
Poindexter took over as the National Security Adviser. 

Now, this, along with the Finding on January the—I believe 6 or 
7—and then on January, the 17th, you have testified that you have 
no knowledge of the signing of any one of those three Findings. 
Now, if Admiral Poindexter, coming on as the new man on the job 
and you supposedly, and in effect in his relationship with the Presi¬ 
dent, were supervising him, did you give particular attention- 
more attention during the period from December, the 5th, when he 
took over, until January, the 17th, when the last Finding was 
made, of his activities and his relationship to the President during 
this period that he was a new man on the job? 

Mr. Regan. No, I did not. And I did not supervise Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter. This was made abundantly clear by the President at the 
press conference, in which he announced the resignation of Bud 
McFarlane and the appointment of Poindexter. 

He made, in his prepared remarks and then again in answer to a 
question—Admiral Poindexter specifically told the media that he 
was reporting directly to the President, not through me, not to me. 

I assured Admiral Poindexter that I would work closely with him 
and wanted relationships to be good, to be open, and I knew there 
were many things we would have to work closely on, and in point 
of fact told him that if he felt at any time that he wasn’t getting 
cooperation, for heaven’s sake let me know. 

As a matter of fact, I suggested to him that perhaps we should 
meet once a week just to make sure that things stayed on track, 
problems didn’t fester, particularly staff problems. You know, there 
are a lot of bureaucratic tensions in government. That goes with 
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government, I guess. I didn't want problems of that nature just to 
lie there and not be solved. 

So we did agree and whenever possible we met once a week for 
breakfast, to go over mutual problems to straighten them out. 

But in that period, in specific answer to your question, January 
5—December 5 to January 17, no, I did not pay any extra particu¬ 
lar attention to John Poindexter. 

Mr. Heflin. Well, is there an explanation of why, if a person 
coming on the job new—and assuming a position of importance like 
that—you, in effect, have some degree of control relative to his re¬ 
lationship with the President and certainly as Chief of Staff it's an 
area you were interested in, as you were interested in all areas. 

Was there any particular reason that you would give us that you 
would not do what is normally expected relative to the supervision 
of a new man on the job? 

Mr. Regan. Well, you see, again I'm trying to make that distinc¬ 
tion, that he didn't report to me. So you keep using the word “su¬ 
pervision;” I would say “liaison” would be a closer descriptive 
word, or sharing or something of that nature, rather than supervi¬ 
sion. 

And during his first days on the job, I would occasionally say to 
him is everything all right? Is there anything we can do? 

You see, from an administrative point of view, we had to give 
them support, office space, White House passes, parking spaces, all 
that folderol of administration, and wanting to make certain that all 
of that was being handled. 

John Poindexter had been deputy now for years, so he pretty 
well knew the job, knew what was expected of the National Securi¬ 
ty Adviser, when the meetings were, how to prepare for them, all 
that type of stuff. 

By the way, there have been reports he was my man, quote, un¬ 
quote, and I put him in there. No. Bud McFarlane recommended 
Poindexter, at the time he retired at Thanksgiving time, to the 
President. And when the President told me of McFarlane's resigna¬ 
tion, he said and he has recommended John Poindexter to replace 
him, what do you think? 

I said good man, I said I think we should iust go through the mo¬ 
tions of letting me come up with a couple of other names and make 
a decision based upon that. 

I did come up with a couple other names. The President said no, 
I'm comfortable with John, let's go with him. So, fine. We an¬ 
nounced it on the 4th. 

Mr. Heflin. In regards to your activities and relationship with 
the President, you generally controlled access to the President with 
some exceptions, and perhaps—in depositions you have told the 
committees and you may have here today, but there were certain 
people that had direct access. 

Would you basically name them? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

The Secretary of State, National Security Adviser, the White 
House doctor, the military aide—I'm missing one—there’s one 
more. 

Mr. Aspin. The Vice President. 

Mr. Regan. Oh, the Vice President. 
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Mr. Heflin. All right, so now- 

Mr. Regan. Let’s start that all over again. 

The Vice President, the Secretary of State- 

Mr. Heflin. All right. 

In addition to that, was it one of your primary responsibilities 
that the documents and papers that were presented to the Presi¬ 
dent were under your control? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Heflin. Now, was there an exception as to what could be 
done pertaining to the documents, in particular the briefings that 
occurred from the National Security Adviser? 

Mr. Regan. Let me have that one once more. 

Mr. Heflin. Was there an exception—in other words, the papers 
that came, that had to come through you to go to the President, 
was there an exception under the practice that you had carried on, 
relative to the national security on any documents? 

Mr. Regan. There were exceptions. The national security advis¬ 
ers on occasion would pass papers to the President, usually through 
the method of putting them in his briefing book, getting his signa¬ 
ture on them, and having them returned in the same fashion. 

That’s outside the normal way that papers flow in the White 
House* 

Mr. Heflin. Well, if that was an exception, was there any way 
that you, in effect, developed a procedure that would give you 
knowledge of those papers? 

Mr. Regan. No. I tried to find out if there were any such papers, 
because occasionally something would happen and somebody would 
say—from the National Security Council—would say to the Presi¬ 
dent, well, you remember, we showed that to you, or you remem¬ 
ber, you got that in your book. And I would say, hey, I didn’t get 
that in my book, what happened? 

And they would say we just gave that to the President. 

Mr. Heflin. Well, do you, in other words, in effect your job is to 
know practically everything that the President knows. I don’t 
know of any one responsive job that has as much responsibility, 
other than the President, than the job that you had. 

Is there any other iob that does not repose more- 

Mr. Regan. I womt toot my own horn. There’s been enough of 
that. 

But I would say that yes, in general. I don’t say I know as much 
as the President. I certainly didn’t have the responsibility of the 
Presidency. I was supposed to have general knowledge of most sub¬ 
jects he would want to discuss. 

Mr. Heflin. All right, sir, now, we have talked about the inflow of 
documents to the President. What about the outflow? Was it your 
responsibility to in an effect be the custodian of the papers that the 
President signed and to in effect preserve them? 

Mr. Regan. There is a procedure set up for that in the White 
House. It was set up long before I got there. I merely continued it. 

There's a staff secretary, and anything that has the Presidential 
signature on it is supposed to go to that staff secretary, so these 
papers can be recorded and can be filed, can be kept as part of the 
White House record. They are not supposed to be papers circulat¬ 
ing or in being that are not part of the White House record. 
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Mr. Heflin. Well, were there exceptions made to that and were 
all of the preparers of papers for Presidential signature informed of 
that? 

Mr. Regan. There is such an understanding. I believe there is a 
document to that effect. 

Mr. Heflin. Well, if those papers did not get to the proper custo¬ 
dian, then there had to be some intentional effort made to prevent 
them from going to the custodian, would there not? 

Mr. Regan. A slight change in the wording of that, Senator. You 
said custodian. The NSC is the proper custodian of National Securi¬ 
ty Directives. They are the ones that keep those papers. 

What I’m saying is is that the method in which they acquired, 
originated and acquired those papers on occasion difterea from 
standard procedure. 

Mr. Heflin. Well, was there any other agency other than the 
national security agency that had an exception for the custodian of 
papers from the, the preservation procedure? 

Mr. Regan. I don’t know of any at this moment. If there is, I will 
be glad to furnish it for the record. 

Mr. Heflin. Well, if the national security agency did have it, 
did they have certain established rules relative to the preservation 
of those documents? 

Mr. Regan. I assume so. I do not know it of direct knowledge. 

Mr. Heflin. This to me—well, now, you have a career in the 
stock market and I suppose of any business, that recordkeeping is 
so important. I would assume there have been days when Merrill 
Lynch sold millions of shares of stock and that there were many, 
many transactions that occurred. 

From your background as to where you come from, is record¬ 
keeping one of the important things that was drilled into you as a 
younger employee with Merrill Lynch and as you went up the 
ladder to become its head m an? 

Mr. Regan. Definitely. It is absolutely essential. As a matter of 
fact I wrote a book on this subject, because of the paperwork bliz¬ 
zard that hit Wall Street in the 1969-70-71 period. Many firms 
failed because they didn't keep proper records. And proper record- 
keeping is absolutely mandated. 

Mr. Heflin. Let me ask you about vour conversation with Mr. 
Casey. I believe it is on Monday the 24th, and you testified here 
today what he told you, and did it. 

Now, that appears to be somewhat different from your testimony 
that you gave, I believe, the Senate Select Committee. It is in the— 
it’s on page 13 of the Senate Select Committee deposition given on 
March the 3d, 1987. This is a—do you have that? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, I do, Senator. 

Mr. Heflin. All right. Now, in that testimony, at that time, ques¬ 
tions that were asked of you and the answers that you give, I’ll en¬ 
deavor to correctly read. 

“Question: All right, let’s go back then to the 24th—meaning 
the^ 24th of Nov e mbe r . “Yo trrnet that evening with Mr. Casey; is 
that correct? 

“Answer: He dropped by for a few minutes. 

“Question: Now, Mr. Casey was an old friend of yours. 

“Answer: Yes. 
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“Is he the man who was responsible for getting you into govern¬ 
ment? 

“There's been a lot of people who claim credit for that," your 
answer was. 

“Question: You still say credit? 

“Answer: I think there will be less claiming that in the future, or 
maybe currently. 

‘Is he a friend? 

“Yes. 

“Did you discuss this with him?" meaning the question of what 
Mr. Meese had revealed to you and to the President previously. 

“Answer: Only to the effect that there was—no, I didn’t. Let me 
back up. I did not discuss the precise nature of what Ed Meese, the 
Attorney General, had told the President. 

“Question: Why war that? 

“Answer: Well, at this point I didn't know who knew what and 
who was guilty of what. I thought the less I talked about it, the 
better off the Attorney General and his investigators would be. 

“Question: But you didn't—but didn’t you want to know what 
your friend, William Casey, knew of this? 

“Answer: I knew that Ed Meese had been talking to him.” 

And then over, I believe, on page 15, starting at the question 
close to the middle of the page, “And Mr. Casey, was Director of 
CIA, did you talk to him at all about the whole problem of Iran? 

“Only in general terms. Again, I did not know the extent of his 
knowledge, or I’m sorry to say this, the extent of his involvement if 
any in tne matter. So I thought I would be on safer grounds not to 
discuss it with him, to leave it in the hands of the legal people.” 

Now, that appears to be inconsistent with your testimony today, 
and I would like to give you an opportunity to explain, if there's 
any differences, and if so, why were there differences. 

Mr. Regan. This deposition was taken within a matter of days 
after I had resigned so abruptly. And it was a confusing period. 

Later, as I prepared for a second deposition, this time from the 
House Select Committee, I went over carefully with certain mem¬ 
bers of the White House staff various events, so I would be more 
precise. 

As we came to the Casey thing, and I began to think it through, I 
realized that I had not stated the entire discussion. I then gave 
that in a deposition, I believe, when asked the question, to the 
House people, and then again I discussed it later with your counsel. 

Mr. Heflin. Let me ask you about your statement to—your talk 
with Admiral Poindexter about the diversion, this being on the di¬ 
version that you learned about, and I suppose this was either just 
before November the 25th where you and Admiral Poindexter were 
discussing it. 

Now in the House Select Committee, at page 89, there is the con¬ 
versation, and I think this is an accurate statement that I can read 
maybe some of it exactly, but your answer v as—the question—they 
auestioned you about whether you had talked to Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter about the diversion, and your reply was, “I did talk to Ad¬ 
miral Poindexter asking him how did this thing ever happen. And 
he told me that he suspected something was going on with Ollie 
North. He probably should have looked into it. He didn’t. I asked 
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him why not. And he said, my God, you are a—and I said, my God, 
you are a vice admiral, why the hell didn’t you look into what was 
going on here? And he said I didn’t want to. He said I knew it 
would hurt the Contras and the way those guys on the Hill are 
jerking around, he said, I am afraid it would hurt them too much 
so I didn’t look into it. 

“So I said, well, John, I can tell you when you come in at 9:30, you 
had better have your resignation with you. And he says, I have 
been thinking of that.’’ 

Is that a correct recital of your testimony before the House 
Select Committee in a deposition stage? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Heflin. Mr. Chairman, how much time do I have left? 

Chairman Inouye. I am sorry to tell you, but your time has ex¬ 
pired, sir, unless someone is willing to yield. 

How much time do you need? 

Mr. Heflin. Well, I can do it later on. If there is time. 

Chairman Inouye. I will yield 5 minutes to you, sir, of my time. 

Mr. Heflin. I will take that later. 

Chairman Inouye. Senator Cohen is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. Cohen. Thank you, Mr. Regan. Mr. Regan, I think all of us 
are impressed with the straightforward testimony you have been 
giving and the touches and flashes of Irish humor. A number of the 
press people have asked me are we seeing the new Don Regan 
today and what accounts for this perhaps relaxed attitude. 

I suggested, to coin a phrase, that you have slipped the surly 
bonds of public service. 

Mr. Regan. It's a good phrase. 

Mr. Cohen. You don’t have to respond to anybody in either wing 
of the White House at this point in your career. 

I think all of us are—I think you would agree with that as well? 

Mr. Regan. No comment. 

Mr. Cohen. I think all of us who are in public service are either 
glorified or gored on any given day by press accounts, sometimes 
on the same day and sometimes in the same paper, I would add. 

During your tenure, there seemed to be a consistent parade of ar¬ 
ticles about your organizational manner and methods. One de¬ 
scribed it as being a cross between Merrill Lynch and Quantico. 

Fred Barnes in Reader's Digest indicated that there was not an 
independent line of communication to the President other than 
yours. And then, there was the January issue of Regardie 's, which I 
am sure you have read, again giving the whole background on how 
you managed things. 

J. recall a quote one time, perhaps I am in error, but it said that 
“Not a sparrow falls on the White House lawn without my know¬ 
ing about it.” 

It sent me rushing back to the King James Bible to see if it had 
been revised recently. 

This is one of the—I guess one of the questions on the minds of a 
lot of people, with that notion that somehow you were the strong 
man of the administration and everything had to go through you, 
what you are indicating today is that everything except national 
security matters in which the NSC Adviser had direct access, the 
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Secretary of State had direct access, but on those policy issues or 
policy matters, they could go in without having to go through you? 

Is that basically what you are testifying to today? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct, but I doivt want to leave you with 
any kind of understanding that I was deliberately cut out. They did 
include me on most things so that I was aware, in general, of what 
plans and policies were. 

Mr. Cohen. Let me go back just briefly and trace the history of 
this sale. I think in August you indicated, August of 1985, there 
was a discussion in the White House, upstairs in the President’s 
private quarters; at that time as I recall your testimony before the 
Intelligence Committee, you indicated no decision had been made 
at that time. 

Mr. Regan. That’s right. 

Mr. Cohen. And Bud McFarlane has since testified that the 
President spoke with him directly either in person or by phone 
giving him the go-ahead on the proposed plan. 

I recall your testimony before the Intelligence Committee, you 
indicated that—and I think you confirmed that today—that Presi¬ 
dent Reagan was upset when he found out that the Israelis had, in 
fact, gone forward, expressed that displeasure to Mr. McFarlane 
and asked him to convey it to the Israelis, but not go public with it; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Cohen. I guess what is troubling to me is—and there are 
many implausibilities in this entire affair that we have been dis¬ 
cussing for the past several months. But what doesn’t seem plausi¬ 
ble to me is that Bud McFarlane, who I don’t regard as a man who 
takes great steps without authority, he is fairly cautious, to say the 
least, would deliberately ignore the President’s directive to go slow 
and walk out and tell the Israelis to go forward and ship the TOWs 
and worry about the replenishment later. 

Does that sound reasonable to you that he would do that? 

Mr. Regan. I have never thought that McFarlane went out and 
told them to go ahead. My understanding was that they, as he de¬ 
scribed it to us, they went ahead in spite of what he had told them 
rather than with his knowledge. 

Mr. Cohen. Does it sound reasonable or plausible to you knowing 
the Israelis that they would go forward and deplete—not deplete, 
but diminish their inventory of TOW missiles without some sort of 
a guarantee that they would, in fact, be replaced at a future time? 

Mr. Regan. I can't answer that. I don't know what was in the 
minds of the Israelis. What I was looking for here in my notes, I 
have notes somewhere that the—John Poindexter in the November 
10th meeting giving the background to everybody, in there de¬ 
scribed the fact that the Israelis had gone ahead without our per¬ 
mission. 

This is Poindexter now, who is the deputy at the time the inci¬ 
dent happened, describing it to the rest of us and saying the same 
thing. 

So there was no Presidential knowledge, no Presidential consent. 
So the Israelis apparently took a chance that if they did something 
that pleased us, we would replace it. 
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Mr. Cohen. Now, was that the same notion that was held in No¬ 
vember when you and the President were aware that a shipment of 
munitions were to go to the Iranians? 

Mr. Regan. I suspect and I can't remember that exactly. Sena¬ 
tor, but I suspect that if we knew in advance that much in advance 
of this happening, that we had either tacitly or openly had agreed 
that we would replace those missiles, the HAWK missiles for the 
Israelis. 

Mr. Cohen. So by November, at least, there had been a change of 
attitude within the White House that the Israelis, acting without 
authority in August or September, were acting with your either ap¬ 
proval or acquiescence—not yours, but the President’s approval or 
acquiescence—in November, prior to the time that you were off to 
Geneva? 

Mr. Regan. That’s right. 

Mr. Cohen. Now, you indicated you didn’t see the December 
Finding that was drafted by Judge Sporkin that was signed by 
President Reagan. 

Is it conceivable to you that if he signed a Finding, that the de¬ 
tails of that Finding would not have been explained, in other 
words, what it was he was ratifying as far as past conduct was con¬ 
cerned on the part of the CIA? 

Mr. Regan. I know of no other time when the President would 
have signed something without it having been explained to him. 

Now, there are a lot of papers that came to the President—such 
and such a day, a proclamation day, all this type of stuff, that, you 
know, he really doesn’t go into the detail of why am I signing na¬ 
tional such and such a day. So he automatically signs, but there 
usually is on it some explanation of why. 

I cannot explain why he signed the December 5th. 

Mr. Cohen. I just want to clarify one point about your view in 
December, December 7th. 

I think there has been some conflict in testimony—you clarified 
it, I believe, for the record—but when you testified before the 
House Select Committee about the December 1985 meeting you in¬ 
dicated, as you did here today, that you were opposed to the propos¬ 
al and the words you used were ‘‘the thing had been a fiasco up to 
that point, it had not worked. We were dealing with some very un¬ 
usual people who were fooling around for the better part of 6 
months with very little results to show for it.” 

And then before the Tower Board you indicated that, on the 
same day, “December 7th: I won’t deny it, I must say I favored it. I 
favored keeping the channel open, if necessary, to selling a modest 
amount of arms and so forth.” 

Then you had a chance to refresh your recollection, I believe, by 
looking at the President’s notes? 

Mr. Regan. The President told me— I didn't look at his notes. 

The President told me when he was digging out his notes for the 
Tower Board, he said I came across the fact that George, Cap, and 
you, Don, were opposed to this. 

Mr. Cohen. OK. So on December 7th- 

Mr. Regan. Then later George Shultz told me the same thing, 
that his notes revealed that I was opposed to it. 
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Mr. Cohen. So on December 7th you were opposed for the rea¬ 
sons you articulated then and now, and then suddenly in the first 
week of January John Poindexter comes forward and says we have 
got a new plan and a whole new lead. 

Did you or anyone else ask him who the new lead was or what it 
involved or what it was to persuade you to switch on January 7th? 

Mr. Regan. As I recall, on January 7th he did go into some 
detail as to what the new plan would be and that there would be a 
new cast of characters and that we would—I think he forecast— 
that we would be going inside Iran to make contacts within the 
country itself. 

And that is what led me to change my mind about whether we 
should take another chance or not. 

Mr. Cohen. I think you pointed out the irony involved. Appar¬ 
ently you were never told about the structure of how it was to be 
handled in terms of the shipment and the payment. No one told 
you about that? 

Mr. Regan. No. 

Mr. Cohen. Your understanding was it would all be handled by 
agents working on behalf of the U.S. Government? 

Mr. Regan. Ah—yes. 

Mr. Cchen. As to the Finding? 

Mr. Regan. Uh huh. 

Mr. Cohen. And with your vast commercial experience, you 
know that people who are outside agents or independent agents 
don’t work for free? 

Mr. Regan. That’s true. 

Mr. Cohen. You assumed that these would be people acting on 
our behalf? 

Mr. Regan. I didn’t look into it in that much detail. I just 
thought they would be automatic military to military, and whoever 
handled these things in a military basis. I didn't know they were 
bringing civilians into it. 

Mr. Cohen. Did you still think it was a bad idea that you indicat¬ 
ed your approval of going forward? 

Mr. Regan. In retrospect, I think it was a horrible idea that we 
went forward with it a second time. I think we should have stayed 
out of it entirely. 

Mr. Cohen. I think you indicated that in response to when Bud 
McFarlane said it was a mistake to sell arms, I think you were 
quoted as saying, “When you give lousy advice, you get lousy re¬ 
sults." 

Mr. Regan. That’s right. 

Mr. Cohen. Did you feel that way on January 7th? 

Mr. Regan. On January 7 I thought we were getting good advice. 

Mr. Cohen. Getting good advice—what had changed? 

Mr. Regan. Well, it’s just that McFarlane was steamed up about 
this, enthusiastic, thought it was a new opening, that it was a 
wedge that we had to pry open that contact with Iran, and he 
thought it would succeed. 

Mr. Cohen. Did you ever see the so-called notional time that was 
submitted by Lt. Col. North on January 24th, 1986? 

Mr. Regan. The what? 

Mr. Cohen. The so-called notional time line. 
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Colonel North put together a notional time line on which he sug¬ 
gested that the Ayatollah Khomeini would retire on February 11, 
which was about 3 weeks- 

Mr. Regan. No, I never saw that. 

Mr. Cohen. The release of 50 Shiite prisoners in exchange for 
four Lebanese Jews, and the release of British and Italian hostages. 

Mr. Regan. No, I never saw that. 

Mr. Cohen. Would that have made a difference if you knew- 

Mr. Regan. No. 

Mr. Cohen. —that the arrangement was being added or burdened 
with those additional factors? 

Mr. Regan. I don’t think so. I don’t think you could be that pre¬ 
cise. 

The state of our knowledge of what the Ayatollah was doing was 
then—as far as I know, still is—very imprecise. I don’t know how 
anyone could have predicted that. 

Mr. Cohen. The only point I’m making is these so-called notional 
time factors or time lines were not disclosed to you- 

Mr. Regan. No. 

Mr. Cohen.— or to the President, so far as you are aware? 

Mr. Regan. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Cohen. And John Poindexter never indicated to you that the 
price was going to be inflated some three or four hundred percent, 
not counting Mr. Ghorbanifar? 

Mr. Regan. Never. 

Mr. Cohen. The question that was raised earlier by counsel is 
that—I assume you were operating under the assumption that this 
could be cleared up as such with the hostages’ released within a 
timeframe of 30 to 60 days? 

Mr. Regan. That is absolutely correct. 

Mr. Cohen. The operation was underway for about 10 full 
months and still the hostages hadn’t been released. In fact, the 
first hostage came out, I believe, on July 26th, the next one was on 
November 2nd. 

The question was raised to you this morning, given the fact that 
months had passed and we had not seen the release of all the hos¬ 
tages as was planned within 30 to 60 days, why weren’t you down 
pounding on John Poindexter’s desk or door saying what’s going 
on, what’s happening to the hostages, what are the details, who is 
involved, why aren’t we making progress? 

Mr. Regan. Good question. I don’t know the answer. 

Frankly I had enough on my own plate that—I was listening to 
what was going on, but I was more concerned about what was 
going on in other areas and I just didn't look into it. 

Mr. Cohen. Well, it is clear that other matters took priority. 

You mentioned the budget, you mentioned the tax cut plan that 
was before the Congress, and so attention- 

Mr. Regan. And negotiations with the Soviets. 

Mr. Cohen. So this just was left to Admiral Poindexter? 

Mr. Regan. That’s right. I won’t say it was swept aside, but it 
certainly wasn’t very high on the screen. 

Mr. Cohen. When you were in Tokyo and Secretary Shultz came 
to talk to you and ask about Tiny Rowlands, you indicated your re- 
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action to that. Tiny Rowlands—is his name synonymous with syn¬ 
dication? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Cohen. Would you explain? 

Mr. Regan. I won’t say synonymous with, but at least it could be 
associated with it. 

Mr. Cohen. What does that mean? 

Mr. Regan. That you take shares in an enterprise—a group of 
people get together, share the risk. 

Mr. Cohen. If he was one sharing the risks, there were others 
sharing the risk? 

Mr. Regan. That’s what it would seem to me. Why are they 
bringing in a British citizen here? 

Mr. Cohen. Didn’t any alarm bells go off within the administra-- 
tion saying, “If Tiny Rowlands is involved, who else is involved?’’ 

Mr. Regan. That is what I told George Shultz, he ought to find 
out from Poindexter what is going on. 

Mr. Cohen. George Shultz goes to Admiral Poindexter, and he 
savs there is nothing to it? 

iMr. Regan. I don*t know what their conversation was. 

Mr. Cohen. On July 26, 1986, Father Lawrence Jenco was re¬ 
leased. I think again counsel tried to bring this out. When Bud 
McFarlane went on this very dangerous mission to Tehran, he was 
told “Bring all the hostages or come back,” and he couldn’t get all 
the hostages because the Iranians were—we will give them two 
now, we will give you two later. He pulled up and came back on a 
very controversial type of negotiation. 

Then on July 26, Father Jenco was released, and, according to the 
Tower Report, the Americans feared that if they didn’t respond 
positively, they risked the death of the hostages, is that correct? 

Mr. Regan. That is what we were told. 

Mr. Cohen. Did you play a part in the decision to then go for¬ 
ward and release the weapons to the Iranians? 

Mr. Regan. I agree I offered no opposition. I won’t say that I 
played a role in it, because it was more of a passive role. I sat, I 
heard, I listened. I said well yeah I’ll go along with it. 

Mr. Cohen. Here we have a situation where Mr. McFarlane re¬ 
jected an offer for two and came back to Washington and then a 
short time later, we ended up giving all of the weapons for one hos¬ 
tage. 

I guess the question is, in your own language, we sort of got 
taken down a Persian alley and got mugged. No one said anything 
about it. It is hard to understand why we were capitulating in this 
fashion, and no one seemed to be raising objections and pounding 
on people’s doors saying, “This has got to stop now.” 

Mr. Regan. I think that people were upset, very disgusted with 
what was going on. The bait was still there, though, that we could 
save a life here, a life there. You weigh that sort of thing, and it is 
very hard to—with a degree of finality—say “to hell with it:” - 

Mr. Cohen. When you say bait, you mean the hostages? 

Mr. Regan. Yeah, definitely. That was the bait to get arms. 

Mr. Cohen. And, as a matter of fact, were it not for the hostage 
issue, you would agree it is rather unlikely that the President ever 
would have agreed to sell weapons to the Iranians? 
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Mr. Regan. I don’t think he ever would have agreed, bona tides, 
or what have you. 

Mr. Cohen. So from the very beginning, there is no question in 
anyone’s mind, at least not yours, the hostages were in fact the 
driving force that kept holding this thing together? 

Mr. Regan. No. Not the driving force, but a force. Because the 
driving force was, and I believe still is, if this President doesn’t 
make contact with Iran, the next one will certainly have to or his 
successor. We are going to have to make that contact. 

Mr. Cohen. No one disputes that, but the fact is that it was the 
hostages that kept the issue alive. The President would have 
walked away from the table at any time from dealing with Ghor- 
banifar, or Khashoggi, or anyone else? 

Mr. Regan. Oh, yes. To that extent, sure. But, again, you have to 
ask yourself what is the job of the President of the United States? 
Should he turn his back on people like this? If he has a chance to 
get them out, should he do it? This President tried, it didn’t work. 

Mr. Cohen. Let me talk a moment about the diversion conversa¬ 
tion you had with Mr. Casey, I think on November 24th, the 
evening. According to the House deposition, you indicate you did 
have a conversation. In the Senate deposition, I think you indicated 
you did not have a conversation about the diversion. Today you are 
indicating that you, in fact, had that conversation. You stated to 
the House that the Director did not express surprise or chagrin on 
being informed. And when Casey warned that the disclosure would 
endanger lives, we might be cut off for some time from contacts 
with Iran, that they would be enraged for being overcharged, he in¬ 
dicate that to you? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Cohen. Did that give you any indication that he was aware 
of the overcharging mechanism that was employed? 

Mr. Regan. I didn’t analyze it at that point to be very frank with 
you, Senator. I had a lot of other things on my mind. I wasn’t ana¬ 
lyzing what Casey’8 role might have been. 

Mr. Cohen. You testified that you went home over the weekend 
of November 22d and 23d of 1986 during the Attorney General’s in¬ 
quiry and didn’t focus on the affair again until Monday when you 
came back, on November 24th? 

Mr. Regan. No. I focused on it. I was getting calls from various 
parts of my staff, things like this, what is going on. There were—I 
don't know who—but there were several people on the talk shows 
on Sunday, and I had been asked either by them or their interme¬ 
diaries as to what my opinion is, what should they say about this, 
what should they say about that. So I was in general discussions, 
but I was in no way part—what I meant by that was L was no part 
of the investigation nor was I questioned. 

Mr. Cohen. Did you call the White House yourself that day on 
Saturday? 

Mr. Regan. Probably. 

Mr. Cohen. The phone logs indicated that you called Admiral 
Poindexter during his lunch with Director Casey and Colonel 
North. Do you recall what you discussed at that time? 



51 


Mr. Regan. I suspect that I was asking him technical questions 
about how much could be said or would be said on these talk 
shows. 

Mr. Cohen. Were you aware the admiral was having lunch at 
that point with Mr. Casey and Mr. North? 

Mr. Regan. No, I was not. 

Mr. Cohen. You indicated earlier that the Secretary of State had 
the opportunity any time to go directly to the President. Secretary 
Shultz testified before this committee that there came a point in 
time in which he was quite agitated that the President wasn’t get¬ 
ting the correct story, and that was during the November time- 
frame when Mrs. Thatcher was visiting, ana that he asked you to 
set up a meeting with the President and that you indicated that 
that could not be done. 

Why was that? 

Mr. Regan. Well, Mrs. Thatcher was leaving. He wanted to meet 
with the President then and there, or he wanted me to meet with 
the President actually. I was part of the motorcade, part of the— 
had a seat on the helicopter. I didn’t want to miss it, and I told 
him, I said, “I don’t think there is going to be time, George, I just 
can’t do that.” 

So I didn’t on that Saturday that Mrs. Thatcher was at Camp 
David. 

Mr. Cohen. But as a result of his not having some access during 
that timeframe, the President then held a press conference in 
which he made a statement that would prove to be inaccurate? 

Mr. Regan. The Secretary of State, while I was Chief of Staff, 
had 99 meetings with the President of the United States. He could 
have had more if he needed them. He usually had them alone. 

Finally, after all of this affair started, after the first of December 
of ’86, he asked me to sit in. He realized that I was not participat¬ 
ing in these things and had been cut out. There was ample time for 
the Secretary of State to make his views known to the President of 
the United States, in my judgment. He was never shut out of 
seeing the President. 

Mr. Cohen. Except at that time when he felt— 

Mr. Regan. He wanted me to go. It wasn’t a time for himself 
with the President. He wanted me to tell the President about his 
concerns. I said, ‘‘I can't do that now.” I did discuss it with the 
President the following Monday. 

Mr. Cohen. After Admiral Poindexter—after Attorney General 
Meese talked to you that morning? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Cohen. You indicated before there is a Wall Street term of 
NPH, “no profit here,” but then you added lightly that a 600 per¬ 
cent markup might be another way to balance the budget. I was 
wondering, because it raises the question about the whole diversion 
issue. What is wrong, from your point of view, having told Colonel 
North to help get arms to the Iranians, having directed Colonel 
North to get munitions and money to the Contras, what is wrong 
in your mind with combining the two and killing two birds with 
one stone? Why did you react with horror to that? 

Mr. Regan. Well, this is a major decision that having, as we 
thought, agreed to sell arms, ana the normal practice when the 
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United States sells arms to any nation is to sell them at our cost. 
As far as I know, we don’t sell to make a profit. We might, but we 
don’t. 

And this, in my judgment, was an unauthorized action on the 
part of Colonel North to make a markup without consulting his su¬ 
periors. 

Mr. Cohen. He did consult Admiral Poindexter? 

Mr. Regan. Well- 

Mr. Cohen. Admiral Poindexter has testified clearly before this 
committee that he in fact- 

Mr. Regan. Then it was an unauthorized act on both of their parts. 

Mr. Cohen. Yes. 

Mr. Regan. Because certainly I think the President of the 
United States should have been contacted on that one, or the Sec¬ 
retary of Defense, certainly, have been alerted that this type of thing 
was going on. 

Mr. Cohen. Well, that is one of the other questions that I think 
all of us have, that John Poindexter has a reputation of—not of 
someone who takes bold leaps or engages in any sort of “Kissinger- 
ian”—if I can use that phrase—ingenuity, but rather straightfor¬ 
ward, by the book. His whole history has been absolute chain of 
command. 

How could he have been so wrong in this case to have presumed 
that the President would have authorized such a major decision on 
his part? 

Mr. Regan. I notice that he testified that way before this com¬ 
mittee or these committees. I would dispute that. 

I don’t think the President of the United States would have con¬ 
doned this had he known about it. I don’t think that he would have 
said, “Yes, let’s go, mark this stuff up and divert the money to the 
Contras.” I don’t think he would have participated in that. I know 
I wouldn’t have. 

That whole idea would have been, you know, very, very much 
contrary to the Ronald Reagan that I knew. 

Mr. Cohen. OK. I think you also indicated this morning that you 
knew about the shipment of HAWKs in November of ’85, both you 
and President Reagan knew about that shipment, but decided the 
year following to try and put a cover story on it by labeling it oil¬ 
drilling equipment. 

The question I have is, how would that protect the hostages since 
you were prepared to disclose in the January 17 Finding or a Find¬ 
ing in January that the United States had in fact been dealing 
wit 1 - Iranian moderates, so called, in order to establish a new rela¬ 
tionship and secure the release of the hostages? Why would you 
feel that a cover story would in any way preserve the lives of the 
hostages when you were going to put out a story that indicated we 
had approved the sale of weapons as of January of ’86? 

Mr. Regan. Well, quite obviously, the sale of weapons was not a 
U.S. policy. This was an exception being made to policy for what I 
thought was a good and sufficient reason—that is, to try to estab¬ 
lish a relationship with this Iranian group which would lead to the 
end of terrorism and perhaps the return of the hostages. 
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That being the case, if it were disclosed in the public media that 
there were some shipments of goods, quote, unquote, from the 
United States to Iran, we naturally for state-craft purposes would 
have said we think that was oil-drilling equipment. 

Mr. Cohen. But what about when it came to disclosing what we 
were doing in January? January 17? That was part of a story that 
was going to come out, wasn't it? 

Mr. Regan. January 17 of '86? 

Mr. Cohen. Right. 

Mr. Regan. We weren’t preparing then to release very much in¬ 
formation, because we did not make that Finding known even to 
the Congress that we were going to go ahead on that. 

Mr. Cohen. We are sorely aware of that. 

Mr. Regan. I understand that. 

I won't say mea culpa, but I will say that from the idea of our 
having a cover story, that was designed for that specific transac¬ 
tion, not for a general cover. 

Mr. Cohen. Was there going to be another cover story for the 
rest of the activities? 

Mr. Regan. I don’t recall that we ever got to a point where we 
needed one. 

Mr. Cohen. I think you also indicated earlier that the one thing 
you learned from lawyers—I assume you have a friend or a counsel 
sitting behind you—is only answer the question that’s put to you 
and don’t volunteer. Is there anything I haven’t asked you that you 
would like to volunteer? 

Mr. Regan. In the interests of time, I'll say no. 

Mr. Cohen. Well, Mr. Regan, I’ve heard that you are writing a 
book. That’s something I recommend to everybody if they can. 

Mr. Regan. I’ve read yours. It was excellent. 

Mr. Cohen. Thank you. 

Is there anything we are going to find in that book that we 
haven’t heard about on this committee? 

Mr. Regan. Not about Iran. 

Mr. Cohen. Or the Contras? 

Mr. Regan. Or the Contras. 

Mr. Cohen. All right. Well, Mr. Regan, thank you verv much. 

I recall reading a book a number of years ago jn which there was 
a line—it was a novel. It said, “Everything here is plausible be¬ 
cause nothing here is real." And I think that from my experience 
on this committee, I find much of what I hear is implausible; per¬ 
haps I’ll come to the conclusion because that—because it was real. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. Senator, you have 3 minutes remaining. 

Mr. Cohen. I’ll reserve that if I could. 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you very much, Mr. Regan. 

We will stand in recess until 2:00 p.m. 

[Whereupon, at 12:00 noon, the Select Committees recessed, to re¬ 
convene at 2:00 p.m., the same day.] 

afternoon session 

The Select Committees met, pursuant to recess, at 2:00 p.m., in 
room 325, Russeill Senate Office Building, Hon. Daniel K. Inouye 
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(chairman of the Senate Select Committee) and Hon. Lee H. Hamil¬ 
ton (chairman of the House Select Committee) presiding. 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will please come to order. 

Before proceeding, I would like to advise members of the panel 
and staff that the official photograph of this joint committee will 
be taken at the adjournment of today's proceedings, so I hope that 
you can remain. Otherwise, you will not appear in this historic pic¬ 
ture. 

The Chair now recognizes Chairman Brooks for 30 minutes. 

Mr. Brooks. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to say starting out that I am delighted to be discussing 
these issues with a man who has the ability to tell the truth and 
doesn't need immunity to come down and stand up and talk to 
Members of Congress and the American people. 

I noticed too some people who take immunity do not necessarily 
tell the truth. 

But, Mr. Secretary, over the past several months c.' these hear¬ 
ings, we have been looking at the Iran-Contra affair largely in 
terms of how foreign policy formulation and implementation went 
wrong, what steps can be taken to correct the shortcomings that 
have been uncovered, and as Chief of Staff in the White House for 
virtually the entire period during which these events took place, 
you were in a prime spot to witness the events even if you didn't 
necessarily participate in all of them. 

And I wondered if you could tell me in your judgment why the 
President rejected the advice of his senior counselors in the area of 
foreign affairs, Secretary Weinberger of Defense, Secretary Shultz, 
and even either the objection or unenthusiastic support of yourself 
and Mr. Meese, all of whom had been with the President almost 
the entire period of his presidency. And yet he rejected your advice 
and he took the advice of his National Security Adviser, who had 
been in that office for only 6 weeks and embarked on this cocka- 
mamy scheme to ship missiles directly from U.S. stocks to the ter¬ 
rorists in Iran in January of 1986. 

Mr. Regan. Mr. Brooks, I think that the President honestly 
wanted to improve relations with Iran. You will recall that for a 
period up to 1985 of some 6 years we had no relationships with 
that country. We were but one of about six countries that did not 
have relationships with Iran. 

The President has always looked at the perimeter of the Soviet 
Union in order to see what we could or should be doing in the way 
of cultivating those nations to make certain that we were friendly 
with them. 

He knew also that in Afghanistan we certainly could use support 
from Iran from both sides of Afghanistan. 

We were unable to do this since we had no relationships with 
them. And I think the President honestly wanted that. And there 
is no use denying that the President also had a major concern for 
the lives of these hostages and did want to get the hostages back, 
and I think time and time again he returned to that theme, that, 
well, if we can get an opening to there and if these people have 
some type of control over the kidnappers, let’s keep trying to do it. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, Secretary Shultz testified before the commit¬ 
tee last week that several times he offered his resignation to the 
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President, in part because of the guerrilla warfare being waged 
against him from his opponents, he said, within the administration. 

One example, he said that somebody he described as “a character 
named Jonathan Miller” began denying the Secretary's request for 
air transport which had previously been furnished on a regular 
basis, routinely, to the Secretary from the Air Force out at An¬ 
drews. 

Are you familiar with this allegation? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Let me tell you about that, Mr. Brooks, if I may. I think this is a 
bit overblown at this point. I think it is kind of a bureaucratic in¬ 
fighting. You have had a lot more experience in government than 
I, but I think you probably have seen a lot more of this. 

Let’s face it, there is a thing called a Presidential mission. For 
those who may not understand it, I know you do, but let me ex¬ 
plain what a Presidential mission is. 

That is a designation of somebody going on a trip to a foreign 
country. When vou have a Presidential mission, you are entitled to 
military aircraft and all expenses paid by the Department of De¬ 
fense to the White House account. 

On the other hand, if you have to travel for the U.S. Govern¬ 
ment, it is not a Presidential mission, the money is charged against 
your budget. 

I used to be Secretary of the Treasury, I know how to play this 
game. You are always trying to get the President to designate you 
as a Presidential mission so it doesn’t hit your travel budget. 

There were many times that the State Department types, not 
necessarily Secretary Shultz, but State Department types, that 
were trying to get a trip designated as a Presidential mission. 

When I became chief of staff, one of the things that I told the 
President’s Assistant for administration was, “Be strict with these 
Cabinet officers, don't let them get away with this designation. 
Make them heel the line. Let them go to Congress for their 
budget,” and we did. 

Now, how the Secretary of State would come to know a rather 
obscure, retiring Special Assistant to the President for administra¬ 
tion, I wouldn’t know. But I suspect that this had to be over one of 
those quarrels. 

I tried to find out what specifically did we ever refuse George 
Shultz. To my knowledge, he never personally called me and said, 
“Hey, Don, I am not getting a plane. What is with this?” 

So it had to be bureaucratic infighting. We never would denv the 
Secretary of State the right to travel. It is just a question of who 
would pay for it, his budget or ours, and that is what the fight was 
all about. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, a number of aspects of this affair are matters 
with which you have had more direct involvement, those affecting 
White House operations, and I would like to direct some questions 
to you on the operation of the management matters. 

You may be aware of the Presidential Records Act of 1978? 

Mr. Regan. Vaguely, yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Requirements for the management of documentary 
materials of the President and his immediate staff, that's what it 
provides for. 



56 


Mr. Regan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. And the Act defines Presidential records as materi¬ 
als that are created or received by the President, his immediate 
staff or a unit or individual of the Executive office of the President 
whose function is to advise and assist the President. 

Now, does the NSC staff fit this description of who is covered by 
the Act? 

Mr. Regan. It would in my judgment. 

Mr. Brooks. And were you responsible for overseeing compliance 
with the Presidential Records Act? 

Mr. Regan. For the White House in general, yes. 

Mr. Brooks. And as to the NSC staff specifically, was their com¬ 
pliance with the Presidential Records Act under the control of the 
Chief of Staff, yourself? 

Mr. Regan. No, sir, it was under the National Security Adviser. 
He was separate and distinct in that capacity from me. 

Mr. Brooks. So he was responsible for those records? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, Admiral Poindexter has testified that on No¬ 
vember 21 of ’86 he destroyed a document that would clearly fit the 
definition of a Presidential record, the Covert Action Finding 
signed by the President in December of 1985, relating to the trans¬ 
fer of weapons to Iran in exchange for the release of the hostages. 

Now, Admiral Poindexter said that he did this in order to spare 
the President political embarrassment, a reason that I don't believe 
is listed in the Act as a permissible basis for disposing of Presiden¬ 
tial records, and this morning you testified that a staff secretary 
was supposed to record all papers with the Presidential signature 
even though the NSC might be the custodian of the papers when 
they went in and out of the President's office. 

Now, would this process also apply to recording references to 
Presidential approval or disapproval of memos or other documents 
that might be indicated by a check mark or initials? „ 

Mr. Regan. They should be, yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. The record would include those? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. How was Admiral Poindexter able to get his hands 
on this document and destroy it? 

Mr. Regan. Whenever there was what is called an NSDD, that's 
a National Security Directive from the President directing that 
something be done, these were top secret things, because they 
would relate perhaps to covert action, perhaps to how foreign 
policy would be conducted vis-a-vis another country. Very sensitive 
type of documents. So they would be put in a special safe in safe 
keeping in the National Security Adviser’s area of the White 
House. 

Mr. Brooks. How did he get it out of there? Did he sign out for 
it? You just go pick it up? Does he have a combination to it? 

Mr. Regan. That I cannot tell you how that record was actually 
kept by him, but I would assume that he must have had a person 
in charge of that who would sign things in and out. 

Mr. Brooks. Could it have been Commander Thompson, do you 
recall? 
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Mr. Regan. Commander Thompson was a legal officer assigned 
to the staff. Whether he was custodian of the documents, I do not 
know. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, Colonel North testified that over a period of 
days or weeks he was able to destroy, alter, or remove a large 
number of documents, many of which certainly might have been 
Presidential records under the Act’s definition, and these acts in¬ 
cluded the alteration and removal of sensitive System IV docu¬ 
ments, and the testimony was corroborated by his very attractive 
assistant, Fawn Hall, ana others. 

Now, what I want to know is, if Colonel North testified truthful¬ 
ly, how was he able to engage in all of this without being detected? 

Mr. Regan. I don’t believe that Colonel North would have had 
original Presidential signed documents, or shouldn’t have had them 
in his possession. If they were original signed Presidential docu¬ 
ments, they should have been in a special safe apart from that. 
Copies of that might have been with him. Drafts leading up to that 
final document might have been with him. Work pape.*s might 
have been with him, but the final document should never have 
been with him. 

Mr. Brooks. Are there any administrative safeguards in place to 
prevent the staff from destroying documents such as these regard¬ 
less of their administrative historical information or evidentiary 
value? 

Mr. Regan. Once they are logged into the proper area of the 
White House and the custodian function exercised, yes, there are 
many safeguards against their being destroyed. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Regan, Mr. Secretary, in your deposition and in 
your testimony this morning you indicated that at the time this 
affair began to unravel, you were a strong advocate of making ev¬ 
erything public, getting it out quickly. You made that very clear to 
the President and anybody that could hear you, I’m sure. 

Did it ever occur to you during that 5 or 6 days Attorney General 
Meese was undertaking his inquiry that disputes between two fac¬ 
tions were proceeding as to whether or not to go, whether they 
should go public or noc, while you were arguing about that, and 
that discussion was going on from, what, November 6- 

Mr. Regan. Fifth. 

Mr. Brooks, —fifth to roughly November 24 or something like 
that. 

Mr. Regan. Twenty-fifth before we went public. 

Mr. Brooks. While that was going on, hundreds of documents 
were being destroyed right there in the West Wing in the Old Ex¬ 
ecutive Office Building. Did it ever occur to you that they might be 
cleaning up that record? 

Mr. Regan. No, sir, it didn’t occur to me that men of that caliber 
would be destroying documents or trying to, as you put it, clean up 
the record. 

I didn’t think the record needed cleaning. I thought all we had to 
do was get out the facts. It wasn’t until after the press conference 
and Shultz pointing out inconsistencies that I began to see that 
there were, there was knowledge here of things around me that I 
didn’t know about, and therefore something was amiss. 
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Now, the day after that, November 21, is the day that the Attor¬ 
ney General asked the President for permission to get on a fact¬ 
finding investigation, to get all the facts straight. So all of that 
happened within a very short period. But in that time zone be¬ 
tween, let’s say, November 5th and the press conference on the 
19th, that two-week period, it did not occur to me that people 
would be destroying documents. 

Mr. Brooks. Colonel North, Mr. Secretary, has said that CIA Di¬ 
rector Casey was aware of the diversion of arms sales funds to the 
Contras and other covert activities during ’86 but, according to 
White House notes, according to Attorney General Meese, Casey 
denied any knowledge of the diversion as late as November 25th of 
1986. 

Do you believe that Director Casey had knowledge of the diver¬ 
sion prior to November of '86? 

Mr. Regan. I honestly cannot answer that question for you, Mr. 
Brooks. 

Mr. Casey never told me of any knowledge of it on his part, nor 
did he tell me that he didn’t have any knowledge of it. So—because 
I never discussed it with him. 

The only time we talked about diversion on the night of Febru¬ 
ary—not February—November 24, he did not mention that he had 
any previous knowledge. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, we have heard some testimony that contribu¬ 
tors to the Contras who were brought in by Spitz Channell and 
others were allowed to meet with the President in the White 
House. 

How was that access to the President for occasions such as these 
arranged? Who controlled the in and out? How did that work out? 

Mr. Regan. There is a normal procedure for that. Application is 
made to a special assistant to the President, by the name of Fred 
Ryan, who keeps the book, as it were, on Presidential engagements, 
groups wanting to meet with the President, individuals wanting to 
meet with the President. He looks into the initial request, gets 
more data on it. 

We had—I don’t know what they do now, but we used to have a 
meeting about once a week, maybe 10 days, a list of further meet¬ 
ings of the President for a coming 10-day or 20-or 30-day period and 
would carefully schedule these things in. 

If it were a group that were unknown to us, we would ask for 
more information, or it had to have a sponsor, quote, unquote, 
“sponsor” meaning someone in the White House complex who is fa¬ 
miliar with the details of the group and why that group should be 
singled out vis-a-vis another group. 

In this particular case, as I recall, Dave Fischer, who had been 
the President’s very close personal aide, was the one who interced¬ 
ed for the £roup. 

In addition, Contra supporters, of course, were the particular 
area of interest of the Director of Communications in the White 
House, Pat Buchanan, who was constantly urging that the Presi¬ 
dent do more work in educating people as to the Contras and what 
they stood for and so on. 

So it was a combination of those two things that led to the meet¬ 
ing of these people in the Roosevelt Room. 
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I don’t want to leave the impression in your mind that this was a 
meeting in the Oval Office with the President. It wasn’t. A group 
of people brought into the Roosevelt Room, maybe 15 or 20, for per¬ 
haps 45 minutes, perhaps an hour—there would be discussions, per¬ 
haps by Buchanan, perhaps by others, and including Lt. Col. North, 
who would describe the situation. 

At some point in time on the schedule, the President would come 
in for 5 minutes, do a stand-up, talk to these people, thank them 
for what they were doing—seldom, if ever, took questions—left the 
room at the end of the period. 

Occasionally—I only remember two or three of these, and I think 
on one of them there was a photo session in which they lined up 
and had their picture taken with the President. 

Mr. Brooks. Was the President told why he was meeting with 
those people? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. Who told him? 

Mr. Regan. I would say probably I did, as a result of information 
furnished to me as to the purpose of the, you know, the 2:00 meet¬ 
ing or 3:00 meeting, whatever it was. 

Mr. Brooks. You mentioned Dave Fischer. He was a former per¬ 
sonal assistant—personnel assistant to the President? 

Mr. Regan. Personal assistant. 

Mr. Brooks. He reportedly had an agreement with the Channell- 
Miller fundraisers whereby he got a set fee of $50,000 for every 
visit with the President he was able to arrange. 

Were you aware of any such arrangement? 

Mr. Regan. No. That r s a real embarrassment to me personally, 
as well as to others on the White House staff, to find out about 
that, that Fischer was being paid to arrange those. 

We thought he was doing it out of his concerns for the Contras 
and the goodness of his heart, a pro bono public type of thing. To 
find out he was being paid for it was a real shock. 

We tried to avoid that. That’s one thing we tried—anyone getting 
paid to get a group into the White House, we tried to block that. 

Mr. Brooks. It was not a—how did you describe that transaction 
in New York? 

Mr. Regan. NPH? Oh, no, the bait and switch? Possibly. That 
doesn't happen just in New York, by the way. 

Mr. Brooks. No. 

Mr. Regan. I don’t want to get Mayor Koch down on me. 

Mr. Brooks. I want to tell you just one little—in east Texas they 
have one of those phrases that you might appreciate, it is called 
CIF. 

Mr. Regan. What’s that? 

Mr. Books. It means cash in fist. 

But back to our business here, Mr. Secretary, are you familiar 
with this man named Martin Aritano? 

Mr. Regan. Never met him, don’t know who he is. 

Mr. Brooks. The New York Times this morning said Fischer ar¬ 
ranged seven meetings in the White House between the President 
and wealthy donors for a retainer of 20,000 a month and split those 
proceeds with Mr. Artiano. 
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Mr. Regan. I read the story this morning, but I have no knowl¬ 
edge of who this man is or absolutely no knowledge of the arrange¬ 
ments. 

Mr. Brooks. On a related matter, Colonel North and Albert 
Hakim, a distinguished statesman from abroad, you have heard 
about him, he is the one that worked up the Hakim Accord where 
instead of getting seven hostages, we were going to get one-and-a- 
half, they were going to cut one in half I guess, and then we were 
going to release those 17 terrorists that Kuwait was holding- 

Well, they both testified that, along with General Secord, they 
conducted a midnight tour of the White House for representatives 
of the Iranian second channel with whom they were negotiating. 

Now, were you aware of this access to the most sensitive reaches 
of the White House, in the West Wing, by a group including some¬ 
body that didn't have a security clearance, somebody that had been 
denied a security clearance, somebody who was officially branded 
as a terrorist? And yet they are wandering around in the White 
House? Did you know anything about that? 

Mr. Regan. Not at the time it happened. 

Mr. Brooks. How did it happen? How could it happen? How did 
they get past the guards? 

Mr. Regan. I certainly looked into it after I read the story. 

Colonel North had the privilege, as do many White House staff¬ 
ers, of being able to invite people into the West Wing providing 
they are cleared in advance, to take a tour of the West Wing, not 
the White House, the West Wing, after hours, after everybody has 
left. When the President leaves the Oval Office, because of these 
tours, and there are hundreds of people go through on these tours 
in the course of a week, the door of the—-the main door of the Oval 
Office is left open, a guard is posted there, and a rope is up to pre¬ 
vent anyone from going in. 

Apparently North arranged through this uniform division of the 
Secret Service that he be permitted to take a couple of his people, 
acquaintances or however he described them, through on this tour. 
So what they did, they visited that first floor of the West Wing, the 
tour around the Roosevelt Room, past the offices, Chief of Staff, 
you know the thing, the Oval Office, Cabinet room, and out. There 
was no visit to the Presidential quarters or the White House itself. 

Mr. Brooks. Colonel North was given special privileges that 
other staff members are not accorded? 

Mr. Regan. No, other staff members could get them. The unusu¬ 
al part about that is it was so late in the evening, but in a period, 
let's say, between 7:00 and 8:00 o'clock, that is permitted, as long as 
there are not too many of these people and they are accompanied 
by a White House staffer. They may make that circular tour of the 
West Wing. 

Mr. Brooks. And you are responsible for controlling access in the 
West Wing? Are you the responsible—were you then the responsi¬ 
ble official? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, that came under me. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, Mr. Secretary, according to testimony we have 
already heard, it was decided on Monday, November 24 and Tues¬ 
day, the 25th by you and General Meese and the President that 
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Colonel North should be fired from the NSC staff, Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter should be allowed to resign as adviser, as a result of their 
role in the diversion of profits from the Iran arms sales. 

Now, these steps were taken with such haste on the morning of 
November 25th that Colonel North apparently said he learned he 
had been fired from a TV broadcast. That is the new method that 
they use down there? 

Mr. Regan. It is one method. There are other ways to learn it. 

Mr. Brooks. When they send Carlucci to visit to tell you its bad 
news? 

Mr. Regan. No. I found out the same way. I don’t know what his 
problem is. 

Mr. Brooks. You don’t seem very sympathetic. 

Mr. Regan. Well, what's sauce for the goose. 

Let me explain that one about Colonel North. I think I did it this 
morning, but I will repeat it again. 

It was my recommendation to the President and to the Secretary 
of Defense and to the acting head of the National Security—the 
acting National Security Adviser that Colonel North should be not 
fired, reassigned back to the Marine Corps for further assignment. 
He obviously had done something that was unauthorized. We didn’t 
know the dimensions of it then. 

We had some knowledge, but not the complete knowledge that 
we now have. 

It seemed to me to have such a person remaining at his post at 
that same desk and the like wouldmt be prudent at all. 

You can imagine the criticism we would have had had Colonel 
North stayed on as many have suggested or Admiral Poindexter 
stayed on in view of this. 

Now, I think we did the right thing. Cap Weinberger did make 
certain that the Marine Corps recalled Colonel North from the 
billet with the National Security Council back to headquarters. 

He is still a Marine colonel. He was not fired in that sense of the 
word. He wasn’t without a job. 

Mr. Brooks. Still on the payroll? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. Admiral Poindexter and Colonel North were moved 
so quickly that there wasn’t any time to get additional information 
from them about their knowledge of that Iran arms sale and diver¬ 
sion to the Contras, aside from the rather hurried inquirv—superfi¬ 
cial inquiry, in my opinion—that the Attorney General had under¬ 
taken over the previous weekend. 

My question is, on Monday and Tuesday, was there any discus¬ 
sion among high-level officials, that I had mentioned, about getting 
additional information from these two key officials? Did they talk 
about talking to them? Getting a statement before they left the 
White House? And wouldn’t a good, clean statement by tnem as to 
the fact situation have eliminated several months of this hearing 
and these problems? 

Mr. Regan. In hindsight, that might have been appropriate. But 
you have go to remember that at that time, our interest was in 
making this information public to Congress, to the American 
people. We didn't have that much time to sit down to go through 
an interrogation of suspects. 
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As you know, even the Tower Commission with 90 days of work 
didn’t come up with all of the facts that this committee has been 
able to assemble. 

I have heard more than one member of this committee give an 
opinion that we may never know the whole story anyway. It is very 
difficult to do that. 

I am not copping a plea here. I am only explaining. You have 
two choices here: do it fast or take your time, get all the informa¬ 
tion and then come out with it. 

We chose the thing of let's get as much information out as we 
h^’ve. Remember that the President had told the Attorney General, 
conduct a criminal investigation. 

The Tower Commission—I talked to John Tower on the after¬ 
noon of the 25th, to Ed Muskie and to Brent Scowcroft. They all 
agreed right away and we announced the Tower Commission on 
the 26th. 

We were able to get that out very quickly as a three-man com¬ 
mittee promised to go to work right away. 

We felt confident that the story would be there and regardless of 
whether the President personally cross-examined Poindexter or 
not, well, very frankly, that was one of those things that in the—at 
the moment it seemed better to do it the way we did it rather than 
a separate way. 

Mr. Brooks. Do you think, Mr. Secretary, that it was primarily 
the aftermath of the Iran-arms-Contra scandal that precipitated 
your early retirement about 3 months later? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. I think it was a direct cause of that. 

Mr. Brooks. Colonel North has been characterized by some as a 
national hero for having carried off this scheme to divert funds 
from the Iranian arms sales to the Contras which he apparently 
did without the knowledge or approval of the President, according 
to the testimony of you and others. 

Do you, as a former Marine with extensive overseas duty in 
World War II, consider Colonel North to be a national hero for 
coming up with this neat idea? 

Mr. Regan. Well, let me put it this way: I admire the colonel's 
enthusiasm, his ingenuity, his—obviously I am very impressed by 
the courage he has shown previously on the battlefield and in his 
previous assignments. 

My question, however, at not recognizing him as a real hero, is 
insofar as I think he might have asked permission or shared with 
us his plan rather than to put it into effect in an unauthorized way 
and have this outcome. Perhaps had more of us thought about it in 
a longer period of time, this wouldn't have happened and would 
have obviated the necessity for our being here today. 

Mr. Brooks. Are you concerned or disappointed or possibly angry 
about the damage that his and Admiral Poindexter’s activities 
caused you and tne administration, the anguish that all of us have 
shared in the last- 

Mr. Regan. Oh, there were momentary frustrations on my part, 
yes. But at my age, and background, you learn to live with these 
things. So I bear them no ill will at this point. 

Mr. Brooks. I want to say I appreciate visiting with you today. I 
think you have been a candid witness, refreshingly so. 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. Regan. Thank you, sir. 

Chairman Hamilton. The gentleman from Texas has used all of 
his time. You've timed it very well. 

The Chair recognizes Mr. Courter for 30 minutes. 

Mr. Courter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Regan, good afternoon. Pleasure to see you again. 

Mr. Regan. Good afternoon. 

Mr. Courter. I think it’s quite really extraordinary that we have 
these hearings. We are talking about the innermost conversations 
that occurred in the White House. Not only decisions made by the 
President, but conversations between the President and his most 
confidential advisers, all the while that we have a sitting Presi¬ 
dent. I think it’s quite remarkable, and I think we should be very 
proud of the fact that these hearings are being held in public, and I 
really deeply believe they are doing a great deal of good. 

In comparison, of course, you have the Soviet model, and I re¬ 
member very well that Yuri Andropov when he was the head of 
the Soviet Union, he passed away, and during his funeral we found 
out for the very first time that he was married and he had a wife. 
The western world wasn’t even privy to that fairly basic informa¬ 
tion. 

And I did have a chance to read both your depositions from, I 
think, March and *hen later on in the year given to attorneys both 
on the Senate and House side of this committee. It struck me, and I 
would, just out of curiosity as much as anything else, have you 
mention it today. There was, I believe, on November 24th, the day 
that you spoke with Mr. Casey, Director of the CIA, advised him 
that there was a diversion and you had a short 20-minute conversa¬ 
tion with him in Yardley. It’s my understanding that you received 
a telephone call from the President’s wife? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Courter. Can—what—was that a significant call? Was it im¬ 
portant? 

Mr. Regan. I wasn’t able to answer it. It happened as I was on 
my way to Langley. I promised to return the call after I got home, 
which I did. I don’t think it was significant to this hearing. 

Mr. Courter. Was there anything that was said with respect to 
changing personnel inside the White House? 

Mr. Regan. I believe that at that point in time, the President 
had probably told his wife of what had happened and she asked me 
what we were going to do with it. And I told her that it would be 
my recommendation that Poindexter resign. 

Mr. Courter. Was that basically the extent of the conversation? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. We did not discuss North. 

Mr. Courter The— ah —it was— 

Mr. Regan. There were other things in the conversation, but 
they don't relate to this. 

Mr. Courter. I will not go into them now. 

There was reports this past week—and you probably read them 
as well—and I think they are very distressing, probably to the 
President when he read them, that he was involved in a coverup of 
this information and that he was counseling as well as Mr. Meese 



64 


or Mr. Casey that there be no public disclosure whatsoever of these 
events, that we basically wall-off the White House. That was basi¬ 
cally the tenor that I got from the articles that I read. 

I have heard your testimony. I heard the testimony of other 
people. It seems to be contrary to that particular story. 

Then, I would like, if I may, refer you to exhibit No. 11A, which 
is your contemporaneous notes. If you would find page 11 of your 
contemporaneous notes that you wrote in your own handwriting 
relative to the President’s conversations on the issue of getting 
some information out. 

I would just wonder whether you would very quickly, on page 
11—-you will have a better opportunity of translating your writing 
than I—if you would just read what you find there on page 11 ana 
then indicate to the committee and before the American people 
whether that is a fair characterization of the President’s thrust in 
his statement. 

Mr. Regan. It starts on the previous page, the last sentence: 
“John Poindexter.” I’m reporting here what each person was 
saying, or at least the gist of it. 

“If we go with this, we would end our Iranian contacts.” 

“DTR”—that’s me: “Must get a statement out now. We are being 
attacked and we are being hurt. Losing credibility.” 

“JP”—that’s Poindexter: “No statement needed. News has 
peaked. No hearings until January, so should not say anything.” 

Mr. Courter. That was Poindexter? 

Mr. Regan. That was Poindexter. 

“President: Must say something because I’m being held out to 
dry. Have not dealt with terrorists. Don't know who they are. This 
is long-range Iranian policy. No further speculation or answers so 
as not to endanger hostages. If we want to pay any money or give 
anything to terrorists. 

“JP: We”—what the President said is, “we won’t pay any money or 
give anything to terrorists.” 

“JP”—that’s Poindexter: “Say less about what we are doing, 
more about what we are not doing.” 

Mr. Courter. I thank you very much. 

Your testimony then is that the President’s position was consist¬ 
ent with yours, that the story had broken, and we had to get it out 
to the American people? 

Mr. Regan. He wanted to say something, but how much he could 
say he obviously didn’t know, out he did recognize that we had to 
say something; but you can see throughout this that Poindexter 
was counseling the opposite because of the danger to the hostages. 

Mr. Courter. Now, the President also was sensitive to the hos¬ 
tages, was he not? 

Mr. Regan. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Courter. Was that the reason that he indicated that he 
wanted to say something but not all the particulars? 

Mr. Regan. Well, the reason that he didn’t want to say every¬ 
thing was because of the hostages. He wanted to say something just 
to answer the questions that were being raised in the minds of Con¬ 
gressmen and tne public by these disclosures. 

Mr. Courter. Mr. Regan, there has been testimony by Oliver 
North that he advised and talked to Director Casey aoout the di- 
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version of proceeds from Iran to Central America, and that the Di¬ 
rector thought it was a neat idea to proceed. 

There has been testimony by Ed Meese, the Attorney General, 
that he had a conversation with Director Casey and Casey indicat¬ 
ed that he was unaware of the diversion. 

You had a conversation, I believe, on the evening of the 24th 
when you drove by and you advised him. Did he indicate to you 
that that was the first time he heard about it? 

Mr. Regan. He did not say one way or the other whether he 
knew of the diversion or didn't know of the diversion. As I ex¬ 
plained earlier this morning, he heard me out as to, you know, the 
extent of what Meese had told the President. I briefed it. I didn’t 
give him everything, but in brief what had happened. 

Then he gave me the downside. Do you know what you’re risking 
by going public with all of this? 

Mr. Courter. When he gave you the downside, was he advocat¬ 
ing, as was Admiral Poindexter, nondisclosure or was he just 
making sure that you knew all the facte or all the possible ramifi¬ 
cations of disclosure? 

Mr. Regan. I would say in retrospect that he was advocating, but 
it was a biased type of advocacy. In other words, he was showing 
me that there would be some real danger if we persisted in this. In 
other words, he was leaning toward trying to advise not to do it, 
leaning that way but not actually saying it. 

Mr. Courter. My feeling would be that you were very persuasive 
because apparently the next morning when he had a conversation 
with Ed Meese, he came around to your point of view, and my 
recollection of Ed Meese’s testimony was by that following morn¬ 
ing, he was articulating the need to release it because of the politi¬ 
cal damage to the President? 

Mr. Regan. Well, I think anyone in that position, particularly as 
learned a man and as experienced a man as Bill Casey, reviewing 
in his mind the pros and cons of the situation, would have to come 
down and say, you know, you cannot keep this any longer. You 
have got to go public with it. 

Mr. Courter. It was a wise decision. 

You indicated that the demeanor of Bill Casey being almost, if 
not expressionless—I mean, I know the man as well. Sometimes his 
outward manifestations would not reveal what was going on inside. 
But how would you compare his demeanor when you told him 
about the diversion with the President’s demeanor when he was 
advised about the diversion? 

Mr. Regan. Well, I characterize Casey as being, what, stolid, 
phlegmatic, or unreadable; whereas the President visibly was shook 
by this and recoiled when he heard it, every manifestation of sur¬ 
prise and horror at what he had just heard. 

Mr. Courter. Your feeling at that particular time was that he 
grasped the significance, political and otherwise? 

Mr. Regan. Oh, yes. He looked like a guy that had really been 
punched in the stomach. 

Mr. Courter. I have heard that expression before. 

There has been a conversation by others, and you touched on it 
earlier this morning, that some chronologies were made without 
your authorization. We know from prior testimony that some of 
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those chronologies were placed in different forms. The testimony 
was that it wasn’t an opportunity to change the events but just to 
have a more accurate read on what took place. They were trying to 
patch things together. 

Would you know—besides that, would you ever suspect or know 
of a reason why—what was the motive behind the change in the 
chronologies? Could you explain that, if you know? 

Mr. Regan. I don’t know why this was taking place and why 
they had so much difficulty. It would be a wild guess on my part 
because I didn’t participate. You have heard from these witnesses, 
the ones who are actually changing the chronology, and trying to 
put it together, and I suppose that their reason was that they still 
wanted to have some type of nondisclosure of the fact that we had 
been dealing arms for hostages, perhaps out of still having that 
latent fear of if there is complete disclosure, we may further en¬ 
danger the hostages. 

Mr. Courter. Mr. Regan, I was just handed—this is something I 
was trying to find before to be more specific. If I could now back up 
to the first couple of questions, with your permission. One of the 
lead stories of the past couple of days that came out July 27th, the 
opening paragraph leads with the following partial sentence, and I 
am going to ask you whether- I know the answer, I believe—accu¬ 
rately portrays or conveys your impressions of the President when 
he was advised of the diversion. 

“President Reagan actively led the initial effort last November to 
conceal the essential details of a secret arms-for-hostages program 
and to keep it alive after the first disclosures threatened to blow it 
up.” 

Is that accurate? 

Mr. Regan. No. That is not accurate at all. I would say that is a 
complete false reading of what the President was actually saying. I 
think if you look at my notes, which are more detailed, on the No¬ 
vember 10th meeting, it gives a different impression of what the 
President was actually saying. 

Mr. Courter. There was obviously a turnaround in the adminis¬ 
tration, and perhaps with yourself as well, between December, 1985 
and January, 1986 on the issue of dealing with elements in Iran, 
and I have heard it, and I have heard some explanations, but I 
wonder whether there is—and I don’t know the answer to the ques¬ 
tion, which is a legitimate question, what the real reason was. Do 
you suspect—we have heard about Israel, their involvement and 
conversations with them, the use of proceeds from the sale with 
Israel for other projects, second sources of information inside Iran. 

Do you know why the remarkable new' life in this particular pro¬ 
posal that occurred during that 3 or 4 week period? 

Mr. Regan. I don’t know all of the reasons why. I can speculate, 
and this I admit is with 20/20 hindsight and probably an attorney 
would tell me, “Don't bother,” but anyway, let me have at it. 

I suspect that those—that a lot of this was plotting by arms deal¬ 
ers to involve the United States in massive arms transfer to Iran. I 
suspect that they conjured up the second plan when they found 
that the first plan had fizzled and was no longer operative. They 
saw an opportunity here and wanted to keep it alive. 
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I think at the same time our own people had become so involved 
in trying to extricate these hostages and not wanting to fail that 
they didn’t see how they were being misled by these arms dealers, 
and as a result, they were led down this garden path, and we ended 
up where we were. It was sold to us on the basis of this is a brand 
new idea, and it will lead to better relationships with Iran. We will 
get a chance to talk to higher-ups to people really inside the coun¬ 
try. We may be able to send some people in there. It is worth 
doing. It was a very enthusiastic presentation. 

Mr. Courter. It seems to me that some of the people inside the 
administration wanted the results of that initiative that they didn't 
look at the means carefully enough. And correct me if I am wrong, 
it strikes me, after sitting for weeks in this testimony, that differ¬ 
ent people in the administration and outside the administration 
had different reasons for the continued operation in Iran. 

It seems to me that Bill Casey was very concerned about compro¬ 
mising sources and methods. He was very concerned about William 
Buckley. The President was very concerned about the strategic con¬ 
sequences of an Iranian Government which was friendly to the 
Soviet Union and the warm-water ports. There were some private 
entrepreneurs that wanted money. There was North and others 
that thought those things, but perhaps also thought of a way to 
help the Contras in Central America. It seemed that different 
people had different reasons to see this go forward. Is that a possi¬ 
bility? 

Mr. Regan. I think it is a probability. I think you have enumer¬ 
ated most of the motives that were operating in this particular 
affair. 

Mr. Courter. Did President Reagan know—and this has to do 
with the HAWK shipment from Israel to Iran—did the President 
know about, to your knowledge, the CIA involvement or coopera¬ 
tion with that? 

Mr. Regan. No. At least in my presence, it was never told to the 
President that the CIA in any way was responsible for any part of 
that transaction. 

Mr. Courter. If it was told to the President and people like your¬ 
self that the CIA might have been involved, what would that have 
required, in your opinion—a Finding? 

Mr. Regan. Oh, yes, definitely. 

Mr. Courter. Directing your attention to the issue of manage¬ 
ment of the White House, if you will—and I think it is good that 
you are given your opportunity to talk about your side of the story, 
and I think I am going to give you that opportunity, if I may—it 
seems to me everybody must have been so sensitive to the risks of 
the Iranian weapons sale, it was a classic, extraordinary gains/ex¬ 
traordinary risks type of an operation on balance. 

The President decided to go forward with it. The one thing that 
is extraordinary to me is the length of it. It seems to me in a high 
risk/high gain venture, what you want to do is compress the time, 
keep it 30 to 60 days. If you are successful, that’s wonderful—if you 
are not, you cut your losses, as you say. You sell short, sell long, 
whatever they do on Wall Street. You go home and lick your 
wounds. 

Mr. Regan. Get out. 
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Mr. Courter. You get out. 

And therefore it seems to me there should have been some flags 
or mileposts along the way. The thing kept going on and on and on. 

I am just wondering whether you or anybody else had discussed 
the fact that, you know, we haven't noticed the Congress for 3 
months now, it r s 9 months now, it's 10 months, and that is bother¬ 
some, or we have to take a fresh look at this operation. 

Did it have nine lives? Why wasn’t there those managerial mile¬ 
posts to an operation that had such an extraordinary downside? 

Mr. Regan. That is a very valid point. 

I think what has happened is that we went in it initially for a 
short period of time. Once we had gotten into it, it was the old 
promises, promises. We kept hearing that, you know, in another 
week, in another 2 weeks. Sort of “the check is in the mail” type of 
thing. 

As a result, there was no definitive date—July 4th, let’s have a 
complete review of this. 

Then our attention went elsewhere. As soon as we knew in late 
August of the forthcoming meeting with the General Secretary, our 
attention literally focused there, and most of us, with the probable 
exception of the national security staff, simply turned our thoughts 
on disarmament and the intricate questions of what are we going 
to do, short-range and long-range missiles, that type of thing. 

As you know, those are very perplexing questions and took an 
enormous amount of time. I think we just simply didn’t look at this 
and let it stew for too long a period. 

Mr. Courter. Is that one of, I suppose, the lessons learned out of 
all of this? 

Mr. Regan. Oh, it has to be. Very definitely. 

Mr. Courter. Directing your attention to exhibit 22, if you 
would, it is the now infamous diversion memorandum which at one 
time was characterized as a smoking gun, and now either a cap 
gun or really nothing at all. 

You said something either this morning or in your depositions—I 
am not sure—that intrigued me. You indicated, and of course, the 
record here before us, the testimony before us, is that the President 
did not see that memorandum; in fact, he was not briefed about the 
diversion at all. 

We have gone into that time and time again. I think everybody 
believes that. 

Mr. Regan. What exhibit are we on? 

Mr. Courter. It’s exhibit—I think it’s exhibit 22. 

Mr. Regan. Twenty-two? 

Mr. Courter. Is that the diversion memo? 

You indicated, Mr. Regan, that that wasn’t the character of the 
type of a document that would land on the President's desk. 

In other words, I just want to put the last nail in the coffin here 
and let you explain that statement, if you would. 

Mr. Regan. This, quite obviously, is a workpaper that should 
have had an overlay on it, a “from-to” type of overlay. On the over¬ 
lay it should have indicated to the President whether, he wanted to 
approve or disapprove of it, and then if he were going to approve of 
it, to have an approval written out exactly what he is approving. 

This thing here is much too loose. It is not in the proper form. 
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Mr. Courter. Is it also—it strikes me—and I have never worked 
in the White House, but it strikes me as rather verbose and de¬ 
tailed for a President of the United States. 

Would you also characterize it as that? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. This would be cut back before it went to the 
President. It is much too long for an executive summary. 

Mr. Courter. You testified, Mr. Regan, that although you had a 
great deal to do with who saw the President, there were certain 
people that did have access to the President without checking with 
you. And, of course, there were times people got an appointment 
through you but saw then the President alone or without your 
presence. 

Did you indicate that Mr. Casey had private meetings with the 
President of the United States? 

Mr. Regan. Mr. Casey did have private meetings on occasion 
with the President of the United States, but did not have the privi¬ 
lege or right to go in on his own. 

Mr. Courter. How about Admiral Poindexter, did he have the 
right to go in on his own and/or did he have private meetings with 
the President? 

Mr. Regan. He had the right to do it and he exercised it. 

Mr. Courter. How about the Secretary of State, George Shultz? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, he could go in on his own. 

Mr. Courter. To your knowledge, did Director Casey and Admi¬ 
ral Poindexter ever go in to the President together alone, without 
anybody else, to your knowledge? 

Mr. Regan. I have no recollection of that at this time. I can 
check the record to see, but I have no record of that. 

Mr. Courter. If that were the case, would the records reflect 
that? 

Mr. Regan. They should, because normally, even though there 
are times when the President’s schedule does not reflect everybody 
with whom he talks in the course of a day, there is a private record 
of that kept for historical purposes, and that record, I believe, has 
been made available to this committee and should reflect that. 

Mr. Courter. So that recordkeeping is done at the White House. 
In other words, it is a real time type of a record. 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Courter. Directing youi attention to Colonel North again, 
it’s been testified by Lt. Col. North that it was kind of common 
knowledge among most people of his activities in certain areas and 
he was also, if not specifically referring to Central America, indi¬ 
rectly referring to that as one of his activities; that was common 
knowledge around the White House and in the administration. 

He went so far as to say that the Secretary of State went up to 
him and congratulated him on his work—specifics were not men¬ 
tioned, but Oliver North took that as his work with respect to the 
Democratic Resistance in Central America. 

That Elliott Abrams testified or I don’t know whether he did, but 
I guess Oliver North testified that when Elliott Abrams had to get 
the body of an American back from Central America because of the 
Hasenfus flight that went down, he called Oliver North to get the 
job done. 
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Was it, in your opinion, common knowledge that Oliver North 
was spending extraordinary amounts of energy and coordinating 
work with the Resistance in Central America? 

Mr. Regan. I think those White House staffers who thought 
about it—not many thought about, you know, exactly who is doing 
what—but when asked what does Ollie North do over there—well, 
he is in charge of various details, and I think Central America 
would have been thought of as one of his areas, yes. 

Mr. Courter. Admiral Poindexter testified that when he was on 
a plane trip with the President of the United States, he came very 
close to telling the President about the diversion, because the 
President of the United States at that particular time, showing his 
frustration about the lack of wisdom in this body, the Congress, in 
giving support to the democrats in Central America, made the 
statement, John, can't we do something unilaterally. 

Did you hear or—ever hear the President say something like 
that or words to that effect? 

Mr. Regan. I don't recall that. I may have been present, but I 
don’t recall that, no. 

Mr. Courter. Did the President feel very strongly about the 
Democratic Resistance? 

Mr. Regan. Verv strongly. 

Mr. Courter. What was his major articulation on that? What 
were his major concerns? 

Mr. Regan. Well, the major concern is the fact that here are a 
group of people, part of a government that we, the United States, 
helped establish. We overthrew the Somoza government, and these 
people were part of that government. Then, as one part of the Gov¬ 
ernment went more communist, these people broke off. 

He thought it only right that we should continue to support 
them because thev were the type of government that originally the 
United States had agreed to support. 

He couldn’t understand, still doesn’t understand, why his point 
of view was so obscure both to the nation and to some parts—some 
parts of the nation and to some Members of Congress. 

He feels very strongly that we should not allow another bastion 
of communism to be established a few hundred miles from our bor¬ 
ders. 

All I’ll say is he has said on more than one occasion he will do 
everything he can to drive that government out of there. 

Mr. Courter. I assume you concurred in his opinion? 

Mr. Regan. Certainly. 

Mr. Courter. Secretary Shultz testified about his inability to get 
on planes, and you had an opportunity to set the record straight or 
give your opinion on that. 

Mr. Regan. I prefer the former. 

Mr. Courter. I’ll accept the former. 

Maybe you can set the record straight on another matter, as 
well. 

Secretary Shultz indicated that the President makes—and this is 
just the beginning of the question, this isn’t the question—makes 
good decisions when he gets good advice, and part of the problem 
here was the fact that the President was not getting uncooked 
advice, he was not getting dispassionate intelligence, he was— 
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Shultz saying he didn’t have access to the President at critical 
times, number one, and that the advice given to the President by 
the intelligence community, including Admiral Poindexter, was 
slanted, was not accurate, and given the proper and accurate infor¬ 
mation, the President would have made the proper and accurate 
decision. 

The question is: did Secretary Shultz ever come to you and talk 
about the problem with the CIA cooking intelligence or slanting it 
or Poindexter not giving accurate information? 

It seems to me that you would be the one he would be concerned 
about and would talk to, if, in fact, he was concerned at that time. 

Mr. Regan. I never received that feeling from him in those 
words. 

There are natural tensions ^hat exist in the various parts of our 
foreign policy/Department of L>efense/intelligence areas. This is 
not uniaue to the Reagan administration, if you go back and read 
about what happened in other administrations. The State Depart¬ 
ment, the Defense Department, the intelligence agencies are con¬ 
stantly interpreting, re-interpreting; some nave one opinion, some 
have another opinion of the same set of facts or similar set of facts. 

When there are these tensions, when there are these disagree¬ 
ments, it’s the job of the National Security Adviser to try to pull 
the various ones together and, if they are going to remain as sepa¬ 
rate opinions, present all of these to the President. 

Incidentally, for that purpose, they have a luncheon—I don’t 
know whether anyone has testified about this—but there has been 
a luncheon set up all the time that I was there as Chief of Staff. 
They had the use of the family dining room on the main floor of 
the White House every Friday for a meeting of the Secretary of 
State, Secretary of Defense, Director of Central Intelligence and 
the National Security Adviser, and just the four of them—no assist¬ 
ants, no aides, no one else—to go over these common problems. 

So when I would get gripes from one or the other, I would say, 
well, for God’s sake, you know, settle it at your luncheon, that’s 
what the purpose of your luncheon is; the President is in no posi¬ 
tion to know who is correct here; get the facts straight among your¬ 
selves; if you need a decision, then bring it to him. 

Now, as far as Shultz was concerned, he did most of his com¬ 
plaining to me about the misuse of information in the latter days 
of this affair, from the time of the TV speech and the press confer¬ 
ence on, until it was finally decided in the first week of December 
to turn the whole matter over to the State Department, and they 
now run our Iranian policy. 

Mr. Courter. I see that my time is just about up. 

I would like to ask you just two other very quick questions. 

Number one, you indicated that at the NSPG—National Security 
Planning Group—meetings that were weekly affairs, that you 
thought that a gentleman across the table was taking notes, and 
when you found out they were really action items you didn’t take 
notes, no one else took notes. 

Do you think notes should have been taken? 

Mr. Regan. No, that’s not correct. I said at the morning meet¬ 
ings, at the 9:30 meetings, the Presidential briefings, I thought 
notes were being taken, only to find out they were not. At NSrG 
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meetings notes are taken, and I think you have copies of all of the 
NSPG meetings. There definitely should be notes of that meeting. 

Mr. Courter. Should they be taken in the morning meetings? 

Mr. Regan. I have since advised Frank Carlucci that certainly 
there should be a notetaker present, in view of what has happened 
here—when did the President—when was he told and what was he 
told. 

Mr. Courter. Thank you very much, Mr. Regan. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. We will now begin our ten-minute round, and 
I call upon Senator Trible. 

Mr. Trible. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Regan, welcome. I want to thank you for your testimony 
today, for your candor and wit. I must tell you on this 39th day of 
public hearings, both are much appreciated by this Senator, and I 
know by my colleagues as well. 

Before your years of service in Washington, you had a very dis¬ 
tinguished career on Wall Street, you are an expert on money mat¬ 
ters, financial management, accountability, and it is in that regard 
that I would like to pose a question. I have been very interested in 
pursuing the money trail throughout these activities, because I 
think it tells us a lot about people and events. 

I personally have been dismayed at the haphazard, almost non¬ 
existent financial management and oversight and control over 
these huge sums of moneys involved in the Iran-Contra affair. Nor¬ 
mally, as you well know, when the CIA undertakes a covert activi¬ 
ty or DOD an arms sale, there is very strict financial oversight to 
protect our national interest, and that is clearly the case in the pri¬ 
vate sector as well when you structure an ongoing enterprise. 

Now, from the testimony of the key players, the following facts 
have been established with regard to this financial enterprise: John 
Poindexter says he did not believe in micromanaging and left all 
financial matters to Oliver North and Richard Secord. Oliver 
North said he left the management control of finances to Richard 
Secord, a man he trusted. Colonel North testified he was shocked 
to find there was $8 million left in Secord’s accounts at a time 
when the Contras desperately needed help. 

Now, Richard Secord, in turn, said the money belongs to Hakim, 
and finally Albert Hakim remarkably, candidly said he loves his 
adopted country, and he was in it for the money. 

Now, in short, in summary, John Poindexter said it was Oliver 
North's responsibility, Oliver North said financial matters were en¬ 
trusted to Richard Secord, Richard Secord said the money was 
Albert Hakim’s, and Albert Hakim admits to being a player for 
profit. 

My question: Is this any way to conduct a business, especially the 
people's business? 

Mr. Regan. Just asking the question gets the answer. The 
answ : is absolutely not. in the first place, I guess again this is 
hindsight, but I don’t think the National Security Adviser or his 
staff should run an operation. If they are going to run an oper¬ 
ation, and this is permitted by the Congress, then I think tney 
should have full accountability, the same as the CIA, Department 
of Defense or anyone else for what is going on. Had that been done, 
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there would have been a financial officer attached to this who 
would have seen that the bills were paid and moneys received. 

Obviously, that wasn't done. I don't believe that Federal funds 
should be turned over to private citizens, particularly when these 
are acquisitive private citizens. Accordingly, the thing had to be fi¬ 
nancially mishandled from start to finish. 

Granted, you know, I am second guessing the whole operation, 
when you do have a covert operation, naturally you have to keep 
the financial side of it secret also, but nevertheless, there was no 
excuse for this lax handling of money. 

Mr. Trible. Well, I thank you, Mr. Secretary, and Mr. Chief of 
Staff, Mr. Regan. 

Let me simply say that your testimony in the broad brush tracks 
that of Secretary Shultz’s and the Attorney General. Each of you, 
in your own way, have underscored that not only were you and the 
President not fully consulted on the activities of the National Secu¬ 
rity staff but indeed were kept in the dark. Excluding the Presi¬ 
dent and his principal advisers, avoiding established procedures, 
circumventing proper oversight and checks and balances resulted 
in ill-conceived policy and unwise decisions by the NSC staff. Ulti¬ 
mately those initiatives failed at great cost to the President and to 
our country. 

The central lesson of all this is that policy pursued in this fash¬ 
ion is bound to fail, and I hope that we can learn that lesson and 
many others along with it through the ordeal of these hearings so 
we can avoid these kinds of problems in the future. 

I appreciate your testimony. Your appearance here today demon¬ 
strates that there is life after Washington, and- 

Mr. Regan. It is called Alexandria, VA. 

Mr. Trible. That Potomac is mighty wide, is it not? 

Mr. Regan. It is. 

Mr. Trible. Thank God for Virginia. 

I am losing control now. Mr. Secretary, I just want to point out 
that it is nice to know that there is life after Congress or life after 
the White House, because that is especially reassuring to each of 
us on this panel. 

Mr. Regan. I hope you don’t Find out about it too soon. 

Mr. Trible. I agree. I am with you. I am with you. I do want to 
thank you for your testimony, but I also want to thank you for 
your years of service. It is not an easy task to serve in the White 
House, and I thank you for your service, and I thank you for being 
here today, and I wish you and Ann well. 

Mr. Regan. Thank you. 

Mr. Trible. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman. Hamilton. Mr. Cheney. 

Mr. Cheney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Regan, I will be very brief. I would like to join my colleagues 
in thanking you for your testimony. It has been very helpful to the 
committee. I know a great many Americans would join with us in 
thanking you for your years of service and wishing you well in the 
years ahead. 

In a belief that these sessions should end at a reasonable hour, in 
the hope of starting a trend among my colleagues, I am going to 
yield back the balance of my time. 
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Mr. Regan. From one Chief of Staff or a former Chief of Staff to 
another, thanks. 

Mr. Cheney. Yes sir. 

Chairman. Hamilton. Mr. Fascell. 

Mr. Fascell. Mr. Chairman, I wish I could be as gracious, but I 
have been stimulated by some of the things I have heard with such 
candor and wit. Will somebody take this down to the—I am afraid 
it would never get there. 

Mr. Regan, the reason I brought that up is because in answer to 
one of Mr. Courter’s questions, you said, “Yes, I got a call from the 
First Lady, but it wasn’t really very significant.” I just—but it is 
interesting because it seemed to be rather significant as I read 
your deposition, and I wanted to get your own remarks there to 
you. It says, “Did you speak to the First Lady that night,” meaning 
after you had been out to Bill Casey that evening, that is on the 
24th, and you said “Yes.” 

“What did she have to tell you? 

“She was very upset at the news apparently her husband had 
told her and, or the complication that heads would have to roll. 

“Do you recall how she told you that, what she said? 

“I can’t recall the specifics, but that was the thing, there would 
have to be a housecleaning of people that had let Ronnie down. I 
seemed to have the impression that mine was one of the heads that 
would have to roll. 

“What gave you that impression? 

“Well, when people talked about a thorough housecleaning, start¬ 
ing at the top, one gets the impression that one may be considered. 

“Did she mention Oliver North or John Poindexter in that 
housecleaning? 

“She didn’t mention North, she may have mentioned Poindexter. 

“Did you tell her that steps were already taken or going to be 
taken? 

“Yes. That was one of the things I was doing was working fast 
and furiously to try to get this information out and to have an in¬ 
vestigation and let the facts come out.” 

That is as far as I am going to read. My comment simply is, Mr. 
Regan, you certainly have mellowed with time, and as a matter of 
fact, it was so fast and remarkable in just a couple of short weeks, I 
would recommend you some way to some winery somewhere to 
make wonderful wine. 

Mr. Regan. I am not sure I get the point. 

Mr. Fascell. That is a compliment, Mr. Regan. 

Mr. Regan. Oh, it is? OK. I will take it as such. 

Mr. Fascell. Would you turn to page 64 in your—well, no, it’s 
exhibit 64 in your book. Just take a look at that. It is a memoran¬ 
dum from David Fischer to you, dated January 5, 1986. You have 
answered part of this, but I just want to pursue it a little bit. 

That memorandum and the attached documents, including a 
January 10 memo to you from David Chew, is very thorough. It 
seems to- 

Mr. Regan. David Fischer. 

Mr. Fascell. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Regan. I thought you said David Chew. 
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Mr. Fascell. Well, both, because on the tail end of that is a note 
from David Chew after the television ads. It says, “Attached is the 
material that Dave Fischer promised to get to you. I’m discussing 
with the NSC and they’re onboard, and supportive,” et cetera. 
“How about arranging for a briefing in the Roosevelt Room,” et 
cetera. That’s Chew, I gather, to you, and then that’s attached to a 
memorandum from Fischer to you. Right? 

Mr. Regan. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Fascell. But the point is there, you read that and you get 
the idea all these persons who are coming in, potential contribu¬ 
tors, supporters or whatever, were going to be given the red carpet 
treatment, as you already testified, they would get the briefing, the 
North treatment and whoever else, and then whenever—when it 
was possible, the President would drop in for 5 minutes and people 
would be motivated. 

As a matter of fact, back in the bunker at NSC about that same 
period of time, North was sending out letters to these people, and 
I’m not saying anything was bad about this, I’m just saying this is 
what happened, and many of these people did contribute both for 
whatever, the Contras or ads for the newspaper or television spots, 
et cetera. And they hired public relation experts out of this money 
and a lot of money was raised. 

The question is, did you tell the President what this was all 
about, this whole operation? 

Mr. Regan. I think I probably would have given him about 3 or 4 
minutes’ briefing just prior to his going into this meeting. 

Mr. Fascell. So he would know what he was standing up for? 

Mr. Regan. Exactly. 

Mr. Fascell. All right. Did you know that the American Con¬ 
servative Trust was a Federal political action committee, that is, a 
PAC, not a tax-exempt organization? 

Mr. Regan. No, I did not know that. 

Mr. Fascell. And they are shown on those sample ads that were 
sent to you, television ads, in support of the effort, they’re shown 
as the persons who paid for the ad and the credit line. 

Do you have any idea what was done with the money after it was 
raised? 

Mr. Regan. No, I do not. 

Mr. Fascell. Now, according to the guest list for that Roosevelt 
Room meeting, there were 19 potential contributors present, some 
of them accompanied by their wives, and during the next 5 months, 
16 of those 19 contributed over $4 million to Spitz Channell’s orga¬ 
nizations, Mr. Regan. 

Nearly $3 million of that was transferred to IBC, it was Gomez and 
Miller organization, $2.5 million of which was passed on to bank ac¬ 
counts in the Cayman Islands; over $800,000 went to Goodman— 
that’s the ad agency—for TV spots; and several hundred thousand 
dollars went to various lobbyists and public relations specialists 
who were “educating the Congress”—I’ll put that in quotes. And 
$90,000 went to an outfit called Prodemca to run newspaper ads. 

So, you know, this is a pretty successful event when you look at 
it in terms of per capita. I don’t think either political party could 
do that well. So it was a pretty good punch. 
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But this money that was raised went for the Contras, wound up 
in bank accounts in Switzerland and the Cayman Islands, ran 
newspaper ads. It was part of an overall operation. And the ques¬ 
tion I’m asking you is—that’s pretty big. So I have two questions. 

One, in light of all these facts, don't you think it would be more 
appropriate if that was done some place else? After all, you know, 
let’s face it, you’re using the President as a very important prop in 
this whole operation; you're using the White House itself, and it 
probably would be more appropriate to do it somewhere else, don’t 
you think? 

Mr. Regan. Well, again, we are talking with the benefit of hind¬ 
sight. 

Mr. Fascell. Agreed. 

Mr. Regan. At the time here, if you will notice the memo that 
was given to me, it is described as an organization that’s already 
spent in excess of $3 million in supporting the President’s pro¬ 
grams. It is also described as an organization that has budgeted $3 
million more for educating public opinion on the issue of aid to the 
Contras. 

Mr. Fascell. Well, they did a good job. I’m not arguing the fact. 

Mr. Regan. What I'm saying is that it did look like people trying 
to support something that the President believed in. There are 
many such organizations. We utilize that, as you’re well aware. In 
times of the tax bill or trade bill or many other things, there are 
such organizations who will support the President’s point of view 
who are brought into the White House for that purpose. 

We were under the impression that this was such—that type of 
organization, that it was legitimate, on the up and up, and the pur¬ 
pose would be non-lethal. So that’s why we agreed to it. 

Mr. Fascell. Well, it is hard to say whatever happened to it, the 
money in terms of when i* got into those accounts over which Colo¬ 
nel North had control. It s hard to say whether it was lethal or 
non-lethal. Nevertheless, I can understand the politics of it. I mean 
it’s legitimate politics; you go out and raise money and try to sup¬ 
port your cause, and they even try to defeat the Congressmen. This 
organization took credit for going into 32 out of 39 districts and de¬ 
livering the votes of those Congressmen. I think that’s a slight ex¬ 
aggeration, don’t you? 

Mr. Regan. I would agree. 

Mr. Fascell. Now, who ran the operation for you in the White 
House? 

Mr. Regan. Well, this came in initially, as I said earlier, to Fred 
Ryan, who is the scheduler. I asked for more information on it. The 
memoranda was supplied by David Fischer, whom I knew as a man 
who was close to the President, The signoff there, as you can see in 
the memorandum, the overleaf or—that you described from David 
Chew said that NSC, he was checking with to make sure they were 
supportive, so if NSC agreed, if our own people agreed, that’s the 
checking we did, and then we went ahead with it. 

Mr. Fascell. Now, this also included a very strong legislative 
effort with the Congress, so I’m not quite clear who had the respon¬ 
sibility in the White House for that. You mentioned Pat Buchan¬ 
an? 
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Mr. Regan. Well, he is in communications, or was in communica¬ 
tions. And Public Liaison reported to him. Public Liaison would 
have been thegroup that would have met these people as a public 
organization. The actual legislative effort was run by a Presidential 
assistant by the name of Will Ball, who had the actual responsibil¬ 
ity for carrying the legislation. 

Mr. Fascell. Thank you, Mr. Regan. 

Chairman Inouye. Chairman Boren. 

Mr. Boren. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Regan, I want to join the others in thanking you for your 
testimony and the candor of it. I think it has been very helpful to 
all of us to have the facts in the very clear way that you have pre¬ 
sented them to us. 

I would like to look forward for just a minute in thinking about 
what we can do in the future, and I think this is a very important 
part of the responsibility of this committee and all of us. What can 
we do in the future to help avoid situations like this and to build 
the kind of constructive partnership between the Congress and the 
White House that we need, particularly in the foreign policy area? 

Mr. Regan. I have been giving this a lot of thought, Senator 
Boren, as I have had time to think in recent months. The more I 
think about it, the more I think that on the legislation side, certain 
things can be done, and on the executive side, more can be done. 

As I look at it, I would shoot, if I were you, towards some type of 
temporary arrangement between the current White House staff 
and the current Congress, looking forward tc the 101st Congress 
and the new President in January of 1989, regardless of party. 
Whoever it is, he is going to have the same problems that this 
President had and this President’s predecessors had. 

At times there will be need for covert operations. There never 
will be a time, at least in my judgment, when we can say we will 
never have a covert operation. You have to have a covert operation 
occasionally. When you do, there are certain selected few, in my 
judgment, from the legislative area who should know of this. Who 
they are, I leave that to you. My suggestion would be that it is kept 
as a very small, select number of leaders. 

Mr. Boren. Like the group of eight, for example, something of 
that nature? 

Mr. Regan. Something of that nature. Who would be told. And 
there should be, let’s say, a two-week period mandated in which 
they must be told within that two-week period. 

Mr. Boren. So that we don't have open-ended the idea of what 
timely notice would be? 

Mr. Regan. That’s right. But on the other hand, it isn’t that 
either before he does something or immediately after, in the heat 
of making judgmental decisions upon what's happening in that 
covert operation, the President has to turn around and get to the 
Congress, give them a little wiggle room, if you will, in there. But 
have that specified. 

But I certainly think that some type of arrangement could be 
worked out between the two branches of government to lessen 
these tensions. 

Mr. Boren. I appreciate your comments, and in fact these kinds 
of conversations are going on now with those at the White House, 
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and I hope that very soon we will have something to show for that 
kind of consultation. 

As you look back on the decision made on the diversion of funds 
by Admiral Poindexter, you have expressed yourself about the in¬ 
appropriate nature of anyone other than the President taking on 
the power to make that decision. Is there anything that we could 
do in terms of establishing a fail-safe device, looking back on your 
experience in the White House, to make sure that that kind of de¬ 
cision of great importance could not be taken without the Presi¬ 
dent being notified, could not be indeed implemented? Because 
here we had a decision taken without the President’s knowledge, 
according to both the President and Admiral Poindexter. The 
President has made it clear it is a decision he would not have made 
had he been informed of it, he would have rejected it, and yet it 
happened that it was implemented. 

Is there anything in the terms of a fail-safe device, either 
strengthening reporting from the NSC to the Chief of Staff, or any¬ 
thing mechanically that you can think of that could be done to 
avoid that kind of situation from developing in the future? 

Mr. Regan. The obvious temptation would be for me to say, have 
the National Security Adviser report to the President through the 
Chief of Staff, but I don’t say that. I do think what can be done 
here is whenever a covert operation is contemplated or is in being, 
that there is another person in the White House who should be 
part of the scheme, and that is the President’s counsel. 

In this case, the President’s counsel was kept entirely out of any 
legal opinion about this. He was not asked about, does the NSC 
come under the Boland, or any of the Boland Amendments? Does 
the NSC have the right to be operational? He was never brought 
into this. 

I tried to bring the White House counsel into this, first Fred 
Fielding and later Peter Wallison, and in both cases was rejected 
by the National Security Adviser, that that is not necessary, we 
have our own legal opinion, we are getting it from the Attorney 
General, we are getting it from our own in-house. 

I understand that Mr. Carlucci has beefed up the legal staff 
within the NSC. In my judgment, that’s still not enough. I think it 
should be, the President should be urged to insist that his own 
counsel be brought into these matters, because it’s been my experi¬ 
ence that a lawyer will at least point out where the pitfalls are. 

If the policymakers decide to go with it, so be it, but he would be 
there to do that and if he finds there is a covert operation, it would 
be required that he should follow up on it to make certain that all 
necessary laws are being observed, et cetera, et cetera. 

Mr. Boren. I think that is an excellent suggestion. Let me ask 
maybe taking it one step further. 

In addition to having the standard practice where the President 
would say now where is the advice of the White House counsel on 
this matter as he is looking at anything of a very controversial 
nature, especially from a legal point of view, would you also give 
the counsel the right to, let us sav, if he thought he noticed an un¬ 
usual amount of activity or heard reports, let us say, that Admiral 
Poindexter or his associates like Colonel North were undertaking 
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something, that he would have the right to ask them about their 
activities so that he could pass legal advice? 

Mr. Regan. I don't want to get into micromanaging the White 
House. I had a shot at that once. I would say that that might be a 
suggestion you would give to them. 

I wouldn't want to see it made part of law or mandate or anything 
of that nature. But certainly it is part of—I would suggest it as 
part of the reform that you—I believe—should put into your 
report. 

Mr. Boren. In regard to the role of Congress, would you agree 
that if we had the appropriate kind of oversight setting and mutual 
trust on both sides, with the feeling you could have a truly candid 
discussion without that discussion becoming public in an inappro¬ 
priate way, that that also could help the President? 

You were in charge of making sure that the President got the 
best possible advice, wide-ranging advice on a number of issues as 
Chief of Staff. 

Would you feel that could also be a help to the President if he— 
that he could benefit from the candid advice if oversight commit¬ 
tees are told of matters that are underway? 

We have had many cases where that has happened. We have had 
some cases where we have written back to the President, for exam¬ 
ple. 

The President has heeded comments we have made or he has 
modified things as a result. 

Do you think there is a positive role, not just a negative over¬ 
sight role, but a positive role with confidential advice that the over¬ 
sight process can provide? 

Mr. Regan. I think there is a role for the Congress to play on 
these operations. I don’t think it is the role of a nanny. And, you 
know, a constantly micromanaging affair. 

Mr. Boren. I agree. 

Mr. Regan. When you get into these things, I know from person¬ 
al experience, it does gets irksome to have people on the outside, 
whether in the administration or in the Congress, telling you how 
to run something when they don’t have all of the facts. 

I think the advice of wise heads in Congress about a covert oper¬ 
ation is something the President should take advantage of; that he 
should be able to consult. 

But I can tell you this also, that there are many times when a 
President probably wants to do something and all the advice of 
Congress would be don’t do it. And then if he deliberately turns his 
back on it and says, “In spite of all your advice, I am going to do 
it,” that isn’t going to help relations between the Congress and the 
President. 

Mr. Boren. We know there are those situations. 

Mr. Regan. You have got to watch which way you go. 

Mr. Boren. There certainly has to be a balance between 535 
people trying to be Commander in Chief and Secretary of State, 
ana second guessing everything down to the detail and giving ap¬ 
propriate advice ana having appropriate consultation. 

I think your comments and suggestions are very good ones and 
very helpful to us. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Chairman Inouye. The hearing will stand in recess for 10 min¬ 
utes. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will please come to order. 

I would like to announce that a vote is now pending in the U.S. 
Senate and this will be the reason for the absence of all Senate 
Members, but I’ll be around, sir. 

I would like to now recognize Congressman Broomfield for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. Broomfield. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Regan, you certainly have been a very impressive witness. 
Your candor, wit, and humor has been a very refreshing addition 
to these hearings. I might say all without an attorney by your side. 

You are to be commended. 

I have heard you mention your involvement in the formation of 
the Tower Review Board. I feel that the Tower Board served two 
key functions: to get the facts of the Iran-Contra matter before the 
American people within a short time, and to critique the perform¬ 
ance of the National Security Council. 

My questions to you, Mr. Regan, are these: can you elaborate on 
how the Tower Board was formed? And what was your role and 
what the role of the President was in this formation of this board? 

Mr. Regan. As quickly as I heard from the Attorney General 
that there had been a diversion of funds from this Iranian arms 
sale to the Contras, I realized that this was going to require a 
major investigation. 

The three of us were sitting there in the Oval Office. The Presi¬ 
dent was asking more detailed questions of Ed Meese. My thoughts 
were on well, how do we get to the bottom of this? What do we do? 

The parallel that occurred to me right away was that the very 
tragic Challenger disaster. I had suggested to the President that he 
should have his own body investigate that, that although NASA 
wanted to investigate and probably could have done a good job, still 
to be believable, it had to be an independent group, and we formed 
the Rogers Commission. 

I am not sure that my relations with my former good friend and 
golfing partner Bill Rogers will ever be the same as a result of 
that, but nevertheless, I think he did an excellent job. 

Mr. Broomfield. A great individual. 

Mr. Regan. But it occurred to me that this group was going to 
have to work rather quickly. So that night, the night of November 
24th, I thought long and hard about what to do. Came in the next 
day, discussed it with staff and put forth my idea that it should be 
a small, select group. Recognized that it had to be bipartisan. It 
would have to obviously include former members of the legislative 
branch. 

I thought of a iurist. We went through many things as to who 
should we get and it finally occurred to us that John Tower was by 
far the best person and was available since he had submitted his 
resignation as our negotiator in Geneva. The thought—I came up 
with Ed Muskie’s name myself. I have known Ed for years. Knew 
of his outstanding record as the Secretary of State, as a U.S. Sena¬ 
tor, as a distinguished governor. Felt he would be a person that 
the—at least the Democratic side of the aisle would say we had se¬ 
lected a good person to represent the—that side. 
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And the third one, of course, Brent Scowcroft, was a natural. Not 
only a major general in the armed forces, but also a former Nation¬ 
al Security Adviser. He had the expertise. 

We did not approach anyone else, by the way. 

Those were tne first three and all three of them, as good Ameri¬ 
cans, said if the President needs me and wants me, I will do it, al¬ 
though each one of them had his own personal affairs that he had 
to put aside for this. 

I asked that they try to make a report—this is the initial discus¬ 
sions with them—by the time that Congress returned in the third 
or fourth week of January. I gave that as a timeframe. They all 
agreed to it. 

In the meantime, I had gone through their names, obviously with 
the President and he had signed off on all three of them as choices. 
Called them. They agreed. 

We announced it the following day, the 26th. 

Mr. Broomfield. You have testified, Mr. Regan, that you heard 
or were told that in case of a breach in security over the Iran arms 
initiative, reference to oil-drilling equipment would be a cover 
story. 

Who told you to use the oil-drilling story as a cover, and when 
did vou learn of the need for a cover story? 

Mr. Regan. I believe it was told to me in Geneva by Bud McFar- 
lane at the time he was describing, as I called it, an intricate ma¬ 
neuver involving those 80 TOWs. 

Mr. Broomfield. What sort of access to the President did Lt. Col. 
North have? 

Mr. Regan. I have checked this very carefully in view of what 
has transpired. Lt. Col. North, according to records furnished to me 
at the time while I was Chief of Staff, was at 28 meetings with the 
President, none of which was one-on-one, all of which involved 
more than two people. These were normally either meetings of the 
NSC itself or were meetings where he was addressing a group and 
the President came into tne group or ne was with somebody who 
had been brought in to brief tne President on something. 

He never had a one-on-one meeting with the President. 

Mr. Broomfield. How well did you know Colonel North? 

Mr. Regan. Reasonably well. Again, from a professional point of 
view. I liked the man, and from what I knew of his—the work he 
was doing, he was doing a very good job for the President. 

Mr. Broomfield. He made a tremendous impression here, as you 
well know. 

Mr. Regan. I understand that. 

Mr. Broomfield. And there have been many articles written 
about corporate people that said, “By golly, if we could get an 
Oliver North, we would like him.” 

Is that your opinion, too? 

Mr. Regan. As what? 


Mr. Broomfield. Well, as a man—as an active person? 

Mr. Regan. I wouldn’t mind serving with Oliver North or serv¬ 
ing under Oliver North in the Marine Corps. He would make a 

g reat leader. I wouldn't mind having an Oliver North on my staff. 

ut an Oliver North that was a little more under control, shall we 
say? 



Mr. Broomfield. I want to ask you a question dealing with the 
National Security Council that has troubled me for a long time. Be¬ 
cause like Dante Fascell here and I, we have been here a few years. 
We have served through many administrations. 

It seems like over the years there has always been a major prob¬ 
lem between the National Security Adviser and the Secretary of 
State. 

Now, I am—would be very interested in your opinion: does this 
have to be changed? Have the National Security Adviser tied in 
with the Secretary of State? Or would you still prefer the independ¬ 
ent counselor, having him as an independent counsel and adviser 
to the President? 

Mr. Regan. At one time, we had that, I believe. Henry Kissinger 
was simultaneously for a period of a few months the Secretary of 
State and National Security Adviser. I think it is better handled 
separately, that is that there be a separate National Security Ad¬ 
viser to pull together the varying views which inevitably there will 
be in the area of foreign policy. 

Someone has to act as executive secretary, executive secretary to 
bring the groups together formally and at the same time somebody 
has to be on a daily basis available to the President, someone who 
can travel with the President, to keep him up to date on what is 
going on. 

Obviously the Secretary of State cannot do that. He has his own 
business and a m£yor department to administer. 

Accordingly, the jobs have to be kept separate. There is a need 
for a National Security Adviser and the role he plays is one that 
should be determined by the President of the United States. 

Mr. Broomfield. Tnere seems to be constant competition, 
though, between the Secretary of State and the National Security 
Adviser. Apparently there is no way of getting away from it be¬ 
cause the person serving in the White House has constant access to 
the President; isn’t that true? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, but on the other hand, if you have a strong per¬ 
sonality as Secretary of State, he becomes a Secretary of State. I 
think Ed Muskie was Mr. Carter’s Secretary of State. I think that 
A1 Haig was his own Secretary of State for President Reagan. 

I don’t think that the National Security Adviser and he went at 
it. But there will be times when there are these tensions between 
the two. 

I think that, another reason for that, of course, is two people 
looking at the same set of facts and may interpret them differently 
and each wants to hold his own opinion. 

Mr. Broomfield. Mr. Regan, before you left, were you responsi¬ 
ble for the change in the InSC operation there where the President 
had made a determination that they would not have operational 
activities working out of the NSC? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. That did happen after Frank Carlucci came in 
and while I was still chief of staff: 

Mr. Broomfield. I have no further questions. I just really want 
to compliment you on your appearance here today. I think it has 
just been absolutely outstanding. 

Mr. Regan. Thank you, sir. 

Chairman Hamilton. The Chair recognizes Mr. Hyde. 
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Mr. Hyde. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good afternoon, Mr. Regan. 

Mr. Regan. Mr. Hyde. 

Mr. Hyde. I couldn't help be thinking this morning when we 
were going over some of the exhibits, for example, and you don’t 
need to look at it, exhibit 58, which are notes of a Presidential 
briefing with yourself and the National Security Adviser, and my 
friend, Jim Courter, mentioned that the fact that we are holding 
these hearings, going over all of these intimate conversations, that 
were at the highest levels of government, is a strength of democra¬ 
cy, and I understand that, although I think it is a vulnerability of 
democracy, too. 

I think it is unfortunate that evidently nothing is in confidence 
anywhere in this town, and that if you can’t sit in the White House 
and talk to your President and give him your best advice, whether 
that includes characterizing adversaries in an uncomplimentary 
way or not, you must be forthright. And I think if the fear is that 
those comments will be recorded and divulged to all for all the 
world to see, people will be reticent, people will be less forthcom¬ 
ing. 

I have seen documents prepared in the White House by White 
House personnel that I was very surprised at, to see the comments 
that were made one thought in confidence, are anything but in con¬ 
fidence. And I would not be surprised if one of the recommenda¬ 
tions of this—these two committees in our final report is that we 
televise meetings of the National Security Council with the Presi¬ 
dent, then we wouldn’t have to go through all this paper chase, 
and while it would deprive us of the benefits of the two, we could 
get the information first hand and get it out very quickly. 

Open covenants, openly arrived at. 

Let me comment briefly—oh, let's get back to the thing that 
George Shultz tendered his resignation over. That was the denial of 
the aircraft. 

Now, you said this morning that it is a turf struggle between the 
Secretary’s budget and the White House budget, and if the plane is 
for a Presidential mission, then the White House budget pays for 
it, but if it is a non-Presidential mission, then the Secretary’s 
budget pays for it. And then I would assume from what we have 
been told that the Secretary wanted a plane and wanted the White 
House budget to pay for it, and he was denied that because it was a 
non-Presidential mission. 

Is that true? 

Mr. Regan. That’s my understanding of it, yes. 

Mr. Hyde. Did you look into this particular request by the Secre¬ 
tary to see what he—where he wanted to go? 

Mr. Regan. Not personally. I intend to call him and maybe get 
him on the first tee and find out from him which one he was talk¬ 
ing about. 

Mr. Hyde. Maybe that first tee might be in Augusta, GA? 

Mr. Regan. So much the better. 

Seriously, though, I don’t know which flight he was talking 
about. But I do know this, that he was—has never, to my knowl¬ 
edge, been denied a plane. The only question is who pays for it. 
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Giving an example, if he is going to the Asian conference, he 
knows in advance each year there is an Asian conference and 
therefore that should be in his budget, and even though he is going 
there to represent the President, yes, but that should be part of the 
State Department's anticipated budget. 

But if all of a sudden the President says to him, George, I want 
you to undertake a special mission for me and go here, there or 
anywhere, that is a Presidential mission he is undertaking. He had 
no thoughts that should be in his budget or what have you, so he 
goes on that to represent the President. 

If there is a death somewhere of a head of government and he is 
going to represent the U.S. Government, that's unanticipated. But 
he's there on a Presidential mission, he would get a Presidential 
plane and the White House would pick up the tab. 

Mr. Hyde. But this Mr. Miller, who has caught unshirted hell for 
denying the Secretary of State a plane, was implementing guide¬ 
lines set up by yourself for Presidential missions and non-Presiden- 
tial missions? Would that be so? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Hyde. Now, one of the almost banalities that will come out 
of these hearings—and I say that not to demean the notion, but I 
mean it is so obvious, that it leaps up and bites you—is the need 
for increased cooperation between Congress and the White House, 
especially in sensitive foreign policy matters. That is an obvious 
problem. 

But you know when you have a very conservative President and 
you have a very liberal Congress, or at least a Congress dominated 
by a liberal leadership, and you have a place like Central America 
where the ideological differences are vast, you have a situation 
that really, as I've said, is a recipe for gridlock. 

Meanwhile, events are happening and you have to help shape 
those events or you will have to react to them, and we have sug¬ 
gested the so-called gang of eight, the Majority Leader and the Mi¬ 
nority Leader in the Senate, the Speaker and the Minority Leader 
in the House, and the chairman and vice chairman of the Senate 
Select Committee on Intelligence and the chairman and ranking 
member on the House Committee, and that's fine, those titles, but 
when you get certain personalities in there your problem is exacer¬ 
bated, and I’m thinking without knowing, but just from the out¬ 
side, that the Speaker of the House, past Speaker, was very much 
out of sympathy with our Central American policy. 

His reaction to it was visceral, as well as otherwise, I'm sure. 
And I’m sure that presented problems because it was really a con¬ 
test between good and evil, I think, in the Speaker’s mind. 

Is it not so, that the notion of sitting down and discussing these 
things frankly and fully on a very confidential basis presented 
some different human—difficult human problems? 

Mr. Regan. Oh, yes. They’ll always be there, those tensions, 
though, between strong willed leaders in the Congress and the 
elected President. 

I think—I don’t know of any era when they were really good. 
There’s always tensions between them. 
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But I think when you are getting into covert operations and the 
sensitivity of that, that you do have to have a small group of con¬ 
gressional leaders to meet with the President on this. 

Mr. Hyde. Would you recommend a merging of the Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence and the House Select Committee on In¬ 
telligence into one joint committee with fewer members, smaller 
staff, as an inducement, as providing incentive to the White House 
to be more forthcoming, since there would be fewer people in the 
loop? 

Mr. Regan. I'm inclined toward that point of view, yes. I would 
want to take a look at just how it would be done and what the 
make-up of the committee would be, what the size of the staff 
would be, that type of thing. 

But I think quite obviously that we—if there is any one way to 
get cooperation and a way to do it is to cut the size and merge the 
committees, then by all means I would encourage you to do it. 

Mr. Hyde. See, we are sitting in judgment on the executive here, 
but I would hope emerging from our deliberations might be some 
recommendations of things we could do with our own institution to 
better—to be more conducive to disclosure by the executive, and it 
just seems to me that's one. 

There are some 90 people, I believe, now, including both commit¬ 
tees and both staffs of the Select Intelligence Committees, and— 
well, I just think that's something that we might think about. 

Lastly, I do hope that we don't suggest a Senate confirmation of 
the National Security Adviser. 

Mr. Regan. No. 

Mr. Hyde. I think all that will happen there will be a new title 
will be given. The President ought to have his own person in whom 
he has trust and confidence in helping provide him with the op¬ 
tions for foreign policy choices that State comes up with, CIA 
comes up with, DoD comes up with, and all the rest. 

The personalities of the Secretary of State, the personalities of 
the National Security Adviser, might well be crucial in who domi¬ 
nates and how well the offices work. 

Henry Kissinger had both hats and carried his influence from 
National Security Adviser over to State. President Reagan was 
handicapped, it seemed to me, by having five National Security Ad¬ 
visers with two Secretaries of State. George Washington had his 
Hamilton and his Jefferson, who did not like each other very 
much, but Washington was strong and he stayed in the middle, and 
they were both of great service to him and the country. So it can 
happen. 

Well, thank you, Mr. Regan. 

Mr. Regan. If I might, Mr. Chairman, for one minute—Mr. 
Hyde, you commented on something that Mr. Courter also alluded 
to, ana because I’m sitting in this chair I think I should say this— 
this is a unique situation. I asked my staff to do some research and, 

G ranted, it’s raiher hasty research so it mav not be exact research, 
ut I asked how many times has a Chief of Staff to a sitting Presi¬ 
dent appeared before the Congress with no executive privilege 
being invoked. 

I'm not sure I'm going to do myself any kind of a service when I 
tell you the answer to that, but nevertheless I'll tell you the 
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answer, and it’s only once before in recent history, and that was 
Sherman Adams before a House committee regarding some gift or 
another that he had received. 

But that’s the only time that the Chief of Staff has appeared 
here. And I wouldn’t want you to get the notion from that that I 
approve of Chiefs of Staff coming before the Congress and revealing 
intimate details of his advice to the President or what the Presi¬ 
dent said to him, and I would also be horrified if I thought I left an 
impression with you that I thought the Chief of Staff should go 
through confirmation by the Congress. 

Mr. Hyde. No, I’m sure just the opposite, and I’m very concerned 
about the eroding of executive privilege, what it means for the 
future and for our allies, who might very well think twice about 
working cooperatively with us if they think that the advice they 
are giving or the positions they are taking will be a matter of 
public record. 

My last question: Mr. Regan, do you own a Vicuna coat? 

Mr. Regan. No. I don’t like fur. 

Mr. Hyde. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Hamilton. Senator Rudman. 

Mr. Rudman. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. 

Just before I ask a few questions of Mr. Regan, I would just ob¬ 
serve that my friend, Henry Hyde, does make some very interest¬ 
ing observations about the neea for cooperation, and I think when 
we talk about that, we are talking about dealing in good faith, 
having an openness with each other. 

There have been a lot of times in our history that the Congress 
and Presidents could not agree on a major policy, and if anyone 
wants a real instruction on that, I suggest they read the years of 
the Franklin Roosevelt administration between 1936 and 1940 on 
the issue of whether or not the United States ought to aid the Eu¬ 
ropean powers in their struggle with the Axis powers. 

You talk about warfare between the Congress and a President, 
and that is a good example. 

So I daresay that it’s probably unlikely we are going to expect, 
on highly contentious issues, we are going to have the kind of coop¬ 
eration some people may be talking about. 

But at the very least, I’m sure that our witness would agree we 
ought to have openness and directness and dealing in good faith. 

I think that’s to some extent what some of these hearings are 
about, at the very least. 

Mr. Regan. I would agree to that. 

Mr. Rudman. Mr. Regan, you may recall that the last time that 
we met was on the 15th of February at Logan International Air¬ 
port when you were on your way back from a meeting up in Water- 
ville Valley, NH. And I believe we were supposed to take the same 
plane back to Washington, but for one reason or another didn’t. 
But that was 2 weeks before you left your position at the White 
House. 

And I must say that during my—my other colleagues who have 
known you, that it is a pleasure to see you relaxed and with your 
composure in place, because as I recall that meeting, you and I 
went off into a private room, I believe that Mrs. Regan was with 
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you, and we talked about these events because the committee had 
been announced. 

I would be, I think, accurate in describing you as very tense, and 
we talked a little bit about the problem. And one of the things that 
you said, which I committed to my diary, because I do keep a gen¬ 
eral diary- 

Mr. Regan. Is that available? 

Mr. Rudman. Well, if you would like to share the royalties of 
your book, I would be willing to discuss it with you. 

You expressed to me, I think I would describe it accurately, 
almost a sense of bewilderment at some of the things that had hap¬ 
pened that you were unaware of, that you were absolutely baffled 
by the things that happened, and we discussed it, as I recall, for 
about 15 or 20 minutes. Do you recall that? 

Mr. Regan. I do. 

Mr. Rudman. And I had the very distinct impression, from that 
time on as you were being assaulted almost daily in the press by a 
number of people who called for your resignation and were blam¬ 
ing you, that I found a man in that conversation that day that 
truly felt that he had not been dealt with fairly by some of his as¬ 
sociates, I am not talking about the President, I am talking about 
others, and that is why you were still on the job, that you felt that 
you had been left out of important decisions and were left to essen¬ 
tially fend for yourself on those issues. Is that an accurate state¬ 
ment? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Rudman. Now, I think you are a very unique witness, Mr. 
Regan, because you are the only witness that we are going to have 
that was in the White House at the time that all of this confusion 
took place that has no personal axe to grind, who by no one's ac¬ 
count was involved in any part of what these hearings are truly 
about in any direct or even indirect way. Secretary Shultz testified 
and one of the things that he said that I thought made a deep im¬ 
pression was this, he said, talking about that period, 21 to the 25, 
or maybe a bit before that, that people who were advising the 
President on facts had a conflict of interest. You said, relating that 
same period, that you discussed it with the Secretary of State, and 
you had said that you thought the President was ill-used, to use 
your term. 

Do you agree with the Secretary's contention that people who 
were advising him on facts had some sort of a conflict of interest 
and that they were not sharing with him the facts? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Rudman. And, as a matter of fact, isn't that really the story 
of probably the most, probably the only inept major speech or press 
conference this President has had during his 7 years, that he did 
not have- 

Mr. Regan. I would have to say it was one of the worst from his 
point of view, yes. 

Mr. Rudman. I think everybody would agree on that, and the 
thing that was the most disturbing is that would you agree with 
me even on facts that the President turned out to be accurate 
about, that he seemed very unsure of the information that he was 
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giving the American people. Would you agree with that character¬ 
ization? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Rudman. As a matter of fact, you described, for the first 
time it has been described by anyone, the interesting briefing ses¬ 
sion in the family theater, and I think what I got from that testi¬ 
mony this morning was a view that Admiral Poindexter was still 
keeping his^compartments in place, that the compartmentalization 
of information for some reason was not even being opened to the 
President when the President was preparing for that news confer¬ 
ence. Is that an accurate statement? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Rudman. Well, the reason I talk about that is that I want to 
take you to another set of circumstances which I believe is very im¬ 
portant, at least in some sort of historical perspective of what this 
committee is eventually going to write. I have found one of the 
most puzzling features of this entire event, the President's repeated 
statements, until I believe sometime in the spring, or later winter, 
March, that he did not believe this was an arms-ior-hostages trans¬ 
action, he said it many times, formally, informally, to Members of 
Congress and to the public. 

And, yet, as we now have all of the information and all of the 
PROF notes, we would all agree, I think most of us would agree on 
this committee, that although it may not have started out that 
way, that it certain lv ended up that wav from every record we 
have looked at. Would you agree with that? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, I would agree with that. 

Mr. Rudman. Mr. Regan, here is my question: I have serious 
doubts about the nature of the briefings the President of the 
United States received from his National Security Adviser and 
other staff on the entire Iranian transaction. You know, it is pretty 
easy, it seems to me, and Secretary Shultz alluded to this in his 
testimony, that if you are briefing a President and your briefing 
him with a point of view that you certainly could rationalize the 
presentation in a way to almost shield the President from the real 
facts. 

Were you present during some of the briefings, or did you review 
some of the documents that the President formed his views from in 
discussing these issues? 

Mr. Regan. Are you referring here to the November 19 press 
conference? 

Mr. Rudman. Yes, I am. 

Mr. Regan. I was present on the 18th for the briefing there; I did 
not make the briefing on the 19th, itself. I read parts of the materi¬ 
als that were furnished to the President for his reading prior to the 
briefing sessions. 

Mr. Rudman. And would it be fair to state that the emphasis in 
all of those was on something other than arms for hostages? 

Mr. Regan. Oh, yes. The points were made continually, and the 
President literally did believe that. I still think he probably be¬ 
lieves it today, that he started—excuse me, I am losing my voice 
finally—he started out this way believing that it was an initiative 
to Iran, he wanted to keep it on that track, that the arms for hos¬ 
tages was a by-product of this. He felt, and he has used this de- 
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scription in my presence several times, I am not sure it is a good 
analogy, but at least I will tell you his way of thinking. 

He says that if one is unfortunate and has a member of one’s 
family kidnapped, if there is a demand for ransom and you decide 
you are not going to pay it, but if a third party comes along and 
says “I think I may know who the kidnappers are, I may have 
some influence, do you want me to do it for you?” And then that 
person, in turn, says, “And, bv the way, would you do this, that or 
the other thing for me?” And you say, “Yes, I will,” and then he, 
in turn, tries to contact the kidnappers for you, that you really 
have not dealt with the kidnappers themselves. 

His reasoning is is that the money that was spent was Iranian 
money for arms. None of the proceeds went to the Hizballah, or 
whoever it is who are the captives of these people. He also feels 
that the missiles themselves ought to be used by Iranians, not the 
Hizballahis, some by the Mujahedeeh. 

Accordingly, to the President, he has not dealt directly with kid¬ 
nappers, terrorists. 

Mr. Rudman. And that has a great deal to do with the character 
of the briefings that were furnished to him based on information 
this committee has looked at. Don’t you think that is an accurate 
statement? 

Mr. Regan. Oh, yes, there is no doubt about that. 

Mr. Rudman. As a matter of fact, I just want to ask you a ques¬ 
tion. I have no idea what your answer is going to be. I have looked 
at a number of documents—I expect you have in preparing for this, 
and you have been deposed and you have been very cooperative, 
but you were there when all of this happened. 

Do you think it is fair to say that the President’s staff—and I am 
not talking about you—I am talking about the National Security 
staff, not only ill-served the President by not advising him of the 
diversion scheme and allowing him to make that choice himself, 
but in fact did not adequately brief him on, during and after these 
events took place? 

Mr. Regan. Well, this may be an unkind characterization of 
them, but nevertheless, it’s the way I feel. I do think they should 
have discussed this with the President, allowed him to make the 
decision to divert funds or not. 

Secondly, knowing of that, that this money had been done but 
yet knowing that the cover had been blown and this would eventu¬ 
ally come out, they should not have allowed this President to go on 
speak to this nation without revealing that fact, among others. 
That would have put a whole new light on the situation. 

They also did him a very much grave disservice, hurt him badly 
by allowing him to go before the nation's media or its representa¬ 
tives, and not know that these deeds had been done. What if some¬ 
body that night had challenged the President, an enterprising re¬ 
porter had found this information out one way or another? What 
would the President's embarrassment have been? As it so hap¬ 
pened, it was the Attorney General that found it or one of his 
people, and the President himself was allowed to make this an¬ 
nouncement. I sav “allowed.” There was no choice. I mean, the 
man wanted to cfo it. But it was certainly embarrassing to the 
President. 
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Now, that to me was a grave disservice that the National Securi¬ 
ty Advisers did to the President in knowing that and nobody spoke 
up. 

Mr. Rudman. Thank you. My time is up. 

I’ll simply wind up by just observing that a number of people on 
this panel, both Republicans and Democrats, have been criticized 
for being tough on certain witnesses and boring in on the facts, and 
I want to tell you, as a member, you and I are members of the 
same party, you served the President as Chief of Staff, I represent 
my constituents of New Hampshire here in this body, I happen to 
think that the greatest tragedy of this entire event is that this 
President, who has been good to the people, who has been reticent 
to fire people, who was known to be kindly and decent, was so ill- 
served and deceived by key members of his own staff, I think it is 
an outrage, and frankly that has outraged me from the very begin¬ 
ning. And I would expect it's probably outraged you. 

Mr. Regan. It has. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Rodino is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. Rodino. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Good afternoon, Mr. Regan. 

Mr. Regan. Mr. Rodino. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Regan, a while ago, while being questioned by 
Congressman Courter, you were referred to exhibit 41 A, which is a 
copy of your notes of the November 10 meeting, and you read, and 
you read through page 11, I think—of course, we get clear there 
that you are trying to suggest that there be a statement, that it be 
brought out quickly and that the reason you are suggesting that is 
that we're losing credibility. 

Now, I know you have read down to the bottom of that page. 
Then there is, as you will read, John Poindexter, I believe, is 
saying, “Say less about what we are doing, more about what we are 
not doing," and then turning to page 12, it says, “Cap"—I guess 
that is Secretary Weinberger—“be careful of Raf. and Israel and 
blackmail. What we say will be repudiated," and then there is a 
notation, “Ed." And this is what I would like to ask you director— 
Mr. Secretary: Ed is, according to your notes, saying, “We are 
saying only what we did and know has happened, no violations of 
laws and policy." 

Now, this, Mr. Secretary, is 11 days before the Attorney General 
was given his charge to conduct a factfinding and it was 9 days 
before he ever saw a chronology, according to his own testimony. 
What I’m confused about is, on what basis—and I'm asking you to 
probably explain to me, there might have been something else that 
might have gone on—on what basis could the Attorney General 
have concluded no violation of Laws .and policy? 

Mr. Regan. Well, quite obviously, I can't tell you what was in 
the mind of the Attorney General and on what basis he said that, 
because I have not discussed that with him, nor did I at the time 
that he said that. I assume that what he meant was as far as he 
knew, as of that moment on November 10, there had been no viola¬ 
tions of law and policy. That is from what he had been told by, up 
to that point, by the National Security Adviser or had read in 
whatever publications any of this news had appeared. 
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Mr. Rodino. Wouldn’t it seem to be, though, a prejudging of the 
facts that he was going to look into and then have to go before the 
American people? 

Mr. Regan. Well, again, you got to refer that back to what Cap 
Weinberger has been saying in the notes here, “What we say will 
be repudiated.” And he is saying, look, all we’re saying is what we 
did, what we know has happened. Now, if he didn’t know of the 
fund diversion, if he didn’t know, and I don’t believe he did, I think 
he so testified, at that time on November 10, that there had been a 
HAWK shipment known to the President on November 25 of the 
previous year, then he was speaking only from what his knowledge 
w as as of that moment. 

Mr. Rodino. Thank you, Mr. Regan. 

Mr. Regan, you talked a while ago, and the Senator, Senator 
Rudman pointed out how ill-served the President had been, and es¬ 
pecially in being prepared for that November 19th press conference. 

I think that is exhibit 48. 

And exhibit 48, which is his press conference, I recall that there 
is a question. I think it’s on page 6 of that press conference, under 
the paragraph Iran-U.S. relations, the question is: “Mr. President, 
going back over your answers tonight about the arms shipments 
and the numbers of them, are you telling us tonight that the only 
shipment with which we were involved were the one or two that 
followed your January 17 Finding, and that whatever your aides 
have said on background or on the record, there were no other 
shipments with which the United States condoned?” 

And the President: “That’s right, I’m saying nothing,” et cetera. 

And then there is a question: “Mr. President, to follow up on 
that, we have been told by the Chief of Staff Donald Regan that we 
condoned, this government condoned, and Israeli shipment in Septem¬ 
ber of 1985.” Now, it seems to me—then the President goes on to 
say, "Well, no, I have never heard Mr. Regan say that.” 

We do know that you have already made reference to that being 
a disastrous conference, but is this again an indication of the Presi¬ 
dent being ill-served, that he wasn’t properly prepared, he was 
given facts that weren’t right? Because it seems to me that he is 
not acknowledging the fact that there were shipments in 1985, only 
acknowledging the fact that there were past January, 1986, Find¬ 
ings. 

Mr. Regan. I think this question caught him off guard. Remem¬ 
ber what I told you earlier this morning, sir. In that briefing he 
had been told a lot of things of what to say and what not to say, 
particularly as regards Israel. Do we tell all? Do we tell nothing? 
Do we even admit that there is a third country, that Israel has 
been involved in this? 

There were many saying no, no, no, you don’t talk about that. 
You’re going to have too much confusion in the Middle East with 
allies, with Israel itself, with other people if you start talking about 
that. So he has it in the back of his mind during that conference, 
let’s be careful now what we say about Israel. 

All of a sudden, he is told his Chief of Staff has already said we 
did condone, which happens to be the fact, that we did condone a 
shipment by the Israelis. The question had it a little bit off, it 
wasn’t September of '85, it was August of ’85 the shipment had 
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been made. So what he says is, “I’ve never heard him say that, but 
I'll talk to him about it,” meaning I’ll get to see the SOB and find 
out why he said that. 

Mr. Rodino. Well, I had the impression that the President was 
concerned with probably disclosing too much which might jeopard¬ 
ize the hostages, but then I can’t put together, because if he ac¬ 
knowledges the fact that there were shipments following the Janu¬ 
ary 17 Finding in 1986, then what difference would it make? Since 
there already had been- 

Mr. Regan. Well get the drift of the question, Mr. Rodino. Notice 
that the questioner is saying the President condoned an Israeli 
shipment shortly before the release of the hostage Benjamin Weir. 
Direct tie-in. One caused the other. The President has been deny¬ 
ing this all along, that there was a direct tie-in. 

All of a sudden, he is confronted with this question. There is a 
direct tie-in. Israel sold arms, out came Benjamin Weir. 

What are you going to say about that? Well, I never heard about 
it. Well, your Chief of Staff said it happened. All right. I will go 
check my Chief of Staff and find out why he said it. That is the 
interpretation I give to this. I don’t think there was any dissem¬ 
bling by the President or desire to mislead anybody. I think it 
caught him off guard. 

He hadn’t realized that I had confirmed. 

Mr. Rodino. I was suggesting that possibly there were his advis¬ 
ers who had improperly or inaccurately advised him and who 
wanted to make certain certain facts didn’t get out. 

Mr. Regan. Well, I don’t deny—as a mattei of fact, I have stated 
explicitly, that there was confusion ever in the minds of the Na¬ 
tional Security Advisers who were briefing on Israel as just how 
much to say. Some thought we could go, you know, as far as admit¬ 
ting this. Others didn’t even want the name of thr country men¬ 
tioned. 

So it was a very delicate subject. The President was trying to 
walk that tightrope between saying too much and saying a wrong 
thing. 

Mr. Rodino. Thank you, Mr. Regan. 

I have another question and that relates to the November 2tst, 
1986 meeting that you had with Admiral Poindexter and the Presi¬ 
dent and Attorney General Meese. 

Poindexter went away from that meeting and after that meeting 
and late that afternoon he destroyed a memorandum which was a 
very significant memorandum. 

I really am curious about that as to why we haven’t been able to 
get an answer as to that. 

I asked the Attorney General if he had an idea. The admiral 
stated that he wanted to save the President from political embar¬ 
rassment, if that ever turned out, or turned up. 

My question is, was there any discussion that morning when the 
Attorney General was charged with the factfinding inquiry con¬ 
cerning some possible political embarrassment and that maybe 
he- 

Mr. Regan. No. 

Mr. Rodino. —might have had a signal of some sort? 
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Mr. Regan. No. The President never considered politics, capital P 
or small P, in this situation. I don’t recall his ever saying that this 
is going to be politically embarrassing to him. Remember that this 
man will never run again for office. So politically embarrassing is 
not something that he considers or about himself personally. 

The embarrassment obviously is to his administration and to him 
that he didn’t know what was going on, that this was going—being 
done to him by underlings without his knowledge. That is very em¬ 
barrassing to any CEO when something happens in an organization 
that he is unaware of and it turns out and it is very bad for the 
organization. 

That was Admiral Poindexter’s judgment of politics. But I am 
supposed to be the one that knew less about politics in the White 
House than anyone else, so we are going to think there was some¬ 
body that understood it even less than I. 

Mr. Rodino. Maybe Admiral Poindexter might have gotten a bit 
better advice if he had come to you as Chief of Staff before he 
made that decision, but in any event- 

Mr. Regan. I won’t comment on that. 

Mr. Rodino. In any event, I want to thank you very much, Mr. 
Secretary. I want to echo the sentiments of all of the other mem¬ 
bers of this committee who expressed appreciation for your forth¬ 
rightness and your frankness in coming her without immutiny and 
without any suggestion that you be concerned with executive privi¬ 
lege. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Regan. Thank you, sir. 

Chairman Inouye. Senator Mitchell. 

Mr. Mitchell. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good afternoon, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Regan. Senator. 

Mr. Mitchell. Good to see you again. 

Mr. Secretary, we face several problems in preparing our report, 
a principal one being resolving conflicts in the evidence before us— 
determining credibility. 

You knew the people involved and spoke with them. I want to 
ask you questions really about your discussions with Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter on what was the central point and issue, and that was the 
authority to approve the diversion. 

This morning in response to Mr. Smiljanich’s question, you told 
of your conversation with Admiral Poindexter in which you asked 
him what happened here, and you replied—and I have the tran¬ 
script of it here—“he was very careful, deliberate. John is a delib¬ 
erate person. He adjusted his glasses, he dabbed at his mouth with 
his napkin, put it down. He said, ‘Well, I guess I should have 
looked into it more, but I didn’t. I knew that Ollie was up to some¬ 
thing, but I didn’t know what. I just didn’t look into it.”’ 

You recall that testimony? 

Mr. Regan. I do. 

Mr. Mitchell. You recall that conversation with Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter. At that time, did you find him to be a credible person and 
you believed what he said when he told you that? 

Mr. Regan. Oh, yes. John Poindexter is a fine man and I had no 
reason to not believe him. Everything he had even sai d y- i n y rela- 
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tionships with him were above board. I had no reason to think he 
was devious or anything except 100 percent truthful. 

Mr. Mitchell. As you may know, if you have followed these 
hearings, Admiral Poindexter’s testimony to th’T committee was 
quite different from what he told you on that morning. He testified 
here regarding that decision, and I will just read portions of it. 

He said, “I felt that I had the authority to approve it because I 
had a commission from the President which was in very broad 
terms. My role was to make sure that his policies were implement¬ 
ed. I was convinced that we could properly do it and that the Presi¬ 
dent would approve, if asked. I made a very deliberate decision not 
to ask the President. 

“On this whole issue, the buck stops here with me. I made the 
decision. I felt that I had the authority to do it. I thought it was a 
good idea. I was convinced that the President would in the end 
think it was a good idea.” 

In view of what Admiral Poindexter told you when you asked 
him about it, as you have testified here to today, were you sur¬ 
prised to hear his testimony before this committee in that regard? 

Mr. Regan. Startled. I think is better—startled. 

Mr. Mitchell. Startled? 

Mr. Regan. I had never dreamed that the admiral was that 
much involved in the technical details of the diversion, never knew 
anything like that could have occurred, if he were aware of it. 

I was very much surprised at that. 

Mr. Mitchell. You received from your conversation with Admi¬ 
ral Poindexter a totally different impression regarding his knowl¬ 
edge of and decision; is that fair to say? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. That it was a lack of supervision. A lack of a 
superior investigating something going on in his own area, and a 
failure to perform necessary oversight. 

Mr. Mitchell. But he never conveyed to you the impression that 
he has made a specific decision which he felt was within nis authority 
and made a deliberate decision to approve it and not tell the Presi¬ 
dent? 

Mr. Regan. No. He never conveyed that impression to me in 
words of language, or anything else. 

Mr. Mitchell. Indeed Attorney General Meese testified that 
when he asked Admiral Poindexter about it, Admiral Poindexter 
replied, and I quote Attorney General Meese, “Ollie has given me 
enough hints about this so that I generally knew, but I did nothing 
to follow up.” 

I gather you were present when the Attorney General briefed 
the President on this matter. 

Mr. Regan. On the 24th, yes. 

Mr. Mitchell. On the 24th. 

Did the Attorney General report to the President words to this 
effect or did this occur later? 

Mr. Regan. No. He reported words to the effect that you have 
just uttered. 

Mr. Mitchell. So that the President, along with the Attorney 
General, and you, had the impression that Admiral Poindexter had 
some vague knowledge, but no one of you were informed to the 
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effect as Admiral Poindexter testified here that he had been fully 
informed and made a specific decision? 

Mr. Regan. No. Furthermore, Senator, the following morning at 
9:30 when he resigned, actually turned in his resignation to the 
President, he did not tell the President that he had condoned the 
idea of the diversification, that he knew all about it. He again 
talked in much the same language as he had to the Attorney General 
and to me about failure to supervise rather than an actual participant. 

Mr. Mitchell. So the story that Admiral Poindexter told this 
committee is different in very significant respects than that which 
he told you, told the President, and he told the Attorney General 
last fall? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Mitchell. I wanted to ask you one other question about the 
Finding, just a question of the legal basis in your mind for the 
President’s authority or for the authority for the Iran initiative to 
go forward. You testified this morning that with respect to the 
three Findings, December 5th, that you did not know about that, 
that was the very first one that Admiral Poindexter presented to 
the President? 

Mr. Regan. Right. 

Mr. Mitchell. With respect to the second one, on January 7th, 
1986, you testified that you were under the impression that was a 
draft Finding signed- 

Mr. Regan. January 6th. 

Mr. Mitchell. January 6th? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Mitchell. That was a draft Finding signed in error? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Mitchell. And with respect to the January 17th Finding, 
you did not learn of that until October of 1986? 

Mr. Regan. I did not know the President had signed it. I as¬ 
sumed there was- 

Mr. Mitchell. You assumed it? 

Mr. Regan. —a Finding in existence. But I did not see the Presi¬ 
dent sign it nor did I ever have a copy of it. 

Mr. Mitchell. I see. So your understanding of the legal author¬ 
ity for the mission to go forward was the Finding that you had as¬ 
sumed that the President signed, but you had not seen? 

Mr. Regan. Right. 

Mr. Mitchell. What you said about that raised a question as to 
this particular matter and the handling of the Findings. When Mr. 
Smiljanich asked you about that January 17th Finding, you said 
that you first discovered it sometime in October of 1986. “Bill 
Casey called me to ask if I had a copy of the Finding of January. I 
asked my staff to see if we had a copy in our files. We had none. I 
went back to him and said, ‘No, I don't have one. Ask John Poin¬ 
dexter.’ I said, ‘How come you don’t have one?’ He said, ‘We don’t 
have one in our files.’ He said, ‘That is why I am trying to find 
one.’” 

Were all Covert Action Findings handled in the manner as this 
one was? 
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Mr. Regan. There is a little extra—I don’t want say legality, but 
extraordinary type of handling of this one inasmuch as the docu¬ 
ments seem to have passed more by hand in this one than in other 
covert Findings. There seem to have been less copies of this Find¬ 
ing than others. In fact, John Poindexter told me that there was 
only one original, and he never made copies of it. That was very 
unusual, because, particularly for agencies who are involved in 
these Findings, they should have a copy to know the extent of how 
far they can go in the covert action. 

Mr. Mitchell. You served with distinction in various responsible 
positions. As a member of the Finance Committee, I recall many 
times you testified before our committee very ably on behalf of the 
administration’s economic tax policies. You served as the Presi¬ 
dent’s Chief of Staff. If you followed these hearings, you have heard 
a lot about lies to Congress and to the Attorney General, and you 
have dealt with Congress a great deal over the past several years. 

And I want to ask you, have you ever felt you had to lie to Con¬ 
gress in order to do your job? 

Mr. Regan. No, never. There are times when I have regretted 
having to tell Congress some things. There are other times when I 
have bitten my tongue for not telling Congress some things, or 
maybe even where to go. But there is never an excuse for lying to 
the Congress, never, or dissembling from anyone in the executive 
branch. That simply shouldn’t be tolerated, can’t be tolerated. 

Mr. Mitchell. You have had a lot of experience. Indeed before 
you assumed your public positions, you were the chief executive of¬ 
ficer of what is the largest stock brokerage in the United States 
certainly, perhaps in the world. So you don’t condone lying to Con¬ 
gress? 

Mr. Regan. Absolutely not. 

Mr. Mitchell. And you don’t condone the destruction of docu¬ 
ments important documents to prevent the information from ever 
becoming public? 

Mr. Regan. No. 

Mr. Mitchell. And you ran the White House and you would not 
have condoned that? 

Mr. Regan. As a matter of fact, I’ll tell you this, I have been 
questioned by—as my secretary has—by members of the staff of 
this committee and others, the independent counsel, about shred¬ 
ding. I’ll tell you this, we don’t have a shredder or didn’t have a 
shredder in my part of the West Wing. I don’t know where that 
shredder is that supposedly is in the West Wing of the White 
House. I suspect it is downstairs in the Situation Room. But we did 
not have a shredder in my part of it, and the second point is, I 
wouldn’t know how to operate one if I had one. 

So we did not believe in shredding documents. 

Mr. Mitchell. My time is up, Mr. Secretary. I thank you, and I 
do want to join my colleagues. For those of us who have had the 
opportunity to have worked with you before on other matters, your 
testimony today has been forthright, your candor comes as no sur¬ 
prise. It is consistent with the manner in which you have always 
conducted yourself. I just want to thank you for your testimony. 

Mr. Regan. Thank you, Senator. 
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Chairman Inouye. Mr. Secretary, it is obvious to all of us that 
your throat is bothering you. We hear the hoarseness. Frankly, we 
are very much concerned. It is now a quarter to five, and we have 
Senators and Representatives waiting in the wings to ask you ques¬ 
tions, and if they all do ask you questions, we will be here at least 
for another 2Vz hours, and so we would like to accommodate you 
and suggest that we return tomorrow morning after a good night's 
rest. Would that be all right, sir? 

Mr. Regan. That is a real Hobson's choice, Mr. Chairman. 

It is a choice between losing my voice or coming back here to¬ 
morrow. But, nevertheless, I think I will take you up on it. I will 
come back in the morning. 

Chairman Inouye. We want to thank you for spending this time 
with us, and this hearing will stand in recess until 9:00 tomorrow 
morning. 

[Whereupon, at 4:45 p.m., the Select Committees recessed, to re¬ 
convene at 9:00 a.m., Friday, July 31, 1987.] 
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Chairman Inouye. The hearing will please come to order. 

The Chair recognizes Chairman Hamilton. 

CONTINUED TESTIMONY OF DONALD T. REGAN. FROM JULY 30 

Chairman Hamilton. The Chair recognizes Mr. McCollum for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. McCollum. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, 

Good morning, Mr. Secretary, 

I used to have the privilege of calling you that before you went 
down to the White House to wear another hat when you did appear 
up here a lot in front of our Banking Committee as Secretary of 
the Treasury. It is good to see you in the seat again even though I 
know this is not the most comfortable occasion for you to be with 
us. 

We are going to certainly wrap up this expeditiously this morn¬ 
ing. 

I think you have given us yesterday pretty much a full rundown 
of what you do know, and I have one or two remaining points that 
I would like to raise with you to try to satisfy some of my curiosity 
and the public’s, I think. 

Yesterday you related to us, I believe I’m correct, that you tried 
to have breakfast with Admiral Poindexter about once a week 
when it was possible and he was around. 

Is this generally true? Was that my recollection correct? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, that is correct. 

( 99 ) 
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Mr. McCollum. I assume that you would discuss various issues 
at that point in time with him whether they be procedural or 
whatever happened to come up—that was the purpose of the meet¬ 
ing, just like the breakfast that you urged the Secretary of State 
and Secretary of Defense and so on to have once a week? 

Mr. Regan. Theirs was a luncheon; this was a breakfast. But you 
are right; that was the purpose of it. 

Mr. McCollum. What I think the American public is curious 
about is, in those breakfasts you had with Admiral Poindexter, 
why didn’t you, or perhaps you did, ask him on occasion with 
regard to the Iranian initiatives that you generally were aware of; 
“How are you going about this? Give me some of the details.” 

That is the kind of question that I am wondering if you did ask 
or if you didn’t, why you didn’t. 

Mr. Regan. A fair question. 

Generally, at those breakfasts, we talked more about housekeep¬ 
ing details, trips that the President might be making, forthcoming 
international events and how to get ready for it. 

It took a lot of administrative work, for example, for an economic 
summit meeting with the general secietary, something of that 
nature. 

So by and large, we didn’t get into questions of the nature that 
you just described. 

Very frankly, as 1 think I said yesterday in testimony, after 
about February of 1986 until October, with the exception of May of 
1986, I really didn’t focus on the Iranian situation at all. 

I was busy on a lot of other things and felt that the National Se¬ 
curity Adviser was playing his role in this, he had charge of it, and 
so I let him have his head as it were. 

Mr. McCollum. There is a lot of 40/40 hindsight that goes on, 
especially with this committee, and I am sure there’s going be 40/ 
40 hindsighting saying that you should have looked at that a little 
bit more, you should have asked him about that. 

But I’m not going to plug into that today, I think that can be 
rehashed, the commentators can do that and others can do that. 
But I am concerned about a broader policy question than simply 
your knowledge or your asking those questions of Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter. 

At one point during the hearings, Colonel North in his testimony 
told us that he thought it would have been far preferable to have 
had a confrontation with Congress over the Boland amendment 
than to have had the kind of policies that he was carrying out in 
the covert resupply and in the fundraising activities, the manner 
in which they were going. 

I don’t know for sure if he meant a constitutional confrontation, 
although that certainly would have been my preference if I had 
been there talking about it, or if he meant another form of it. 

But I asked that question as I had to Mr. McFarlane to Admiral 
Poindexter, because I was the one who had originally raised that 
issue and Colonel North referred to it. 

I said, “Wouldn’t it have been better to have had such a confron¬ 
tation over Boland in the beginning instead of getting involved in a 
secret policy with regard to this?” 
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He said, “Yes, in fact that was my position all along, but I was 
overruled,” or words to that effect. 

What are your views about the confrontation issue and do you 
recall it ever coming up in any of the discussions? 

Mr. Regan. I recall it coming up in conjunction with the continu¬ 
ing resolution in 1985. I believe Boland came in—there was a 
Boland amendment to that CR. If I am correct in that, I know that 
part of our discussion was what do we do about this. 

The CR in 1985—maybe I have it mistaken with the 1986, but I 
think it was the 1985 one—was about 2 weeks late. The fiscal year 
had started October 1st and we were still without budgets for most 
of our Departments. 

We had worked long and hard with the Congress, hadn’t got all 
that we wanted, neither did the Congress get all that it wanted, 
but we had successfully arrived at a compromise for that CR. 

At that point in time, it was more of a tactical decision, I would 
think, than a real strategic political decision, “Do we take on the 
Congress over the Boland amendment or don’t we?” 

And it was felt that after looking at it, well, we can live with it, 
we don’t like it, we can live with it, we can try to change it with 
the Congress next year, this is mid-October, we will start working 
on it in mid-January, let’s go along with it. 

There was another alternative strategy that was offered to us, 
that is no, bring the Government down, grind it to a halt, refuse to 
accept the CR, veto it and have a constitutional—not a constitu¬ 
tional but have a legislative fight over it. 

Mr. McCollum. What about after the fact? You know even 
though you accepted it and it was part of this big appropriations 
bill, which would have caused a problem to veto and get into the 
bringing of the Government down or shutting it down for a while, 
even after it was law, couldn’t the President have confronted, and I 
think that is what Admiral Poindexter and Colonel North were 
saying, confronted Congress in the sense of openly saying at least 
as far as his National Security Council and those that weren’t cov¬ 
ered by it technically in the view of those who have given us that 
view, we are going to go ahead and do this, the President is going 
to publicly fundraise for the Contras, which I know is a proposal 
that went up on one of the memoranda, the President and his key 
staff people are going to do everything they can to keep the Con¬ 
tras alive. 

I think it was the President’s policy. It wasn’t presented in a con¬ 
frontational way to make an issue out of it politically or publicly, 
and I think that is what they’re talking about, a way that might 
have wound up in the courts. 

Mr. Regan. Again, you have a question here of decision. They 
were many congressional leaders, particularly in our own party, 
who were counseling the President against this confrontational 
policy with the Congress; that relationships had soured enough. 

Mr. McCollum. Were you one of those? 

Mr. Regan. You will recall that I was one of the ones that the 
Congress was saying was one of the ones that was causing this 
souring of relationships because of the confrontation. 
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No, I wasn’t one that was for sweet and amiable relationships 
with the Congress which meant let the Congress have its own way 
and you have a weak chief executive. 

No, I was the other side, saying the chief executive should stand 
up for what he wanted. 

But you can only fight a battle on so many fronts at once, and 
the decision made, right or wrong, was that this wasn’t one of the 
issues that we were really going to take on and go to the mat. 

Mr. McCollum. I would like to look at this picture of what we 
have seen in the committee for the last few weeks with you in 
somewhat of an overview, because I think some themes are emerg¬ 
ing, confrontation concerns me and that is one, but there a number 
of things are. 

We have learned out of the past few weeks and I think it pleases 
me and I am sure it does you a great deal that the President’s 
credibility issue has been resolved in his favor. 

I don’t think there is any question out of these hearings that the 
public now understands that all along the President has been 
truthful, there have been problems, there have been a lot of issues 
raised, and there may be judgment question calls involved in this, 
but that issue has been cleared up. 

But I think some other troubling things have been raised. The 
most troubling to me is the lack-of-trust issue on intelligence mat¬ 
ters. 

It seems to have been a chief motivating factor with regard to 
some of the key people—players in this in not informing Congress 
and in not talking to each other, a concern over leaks—leaks of 
sensitive intelligence information. 

We have also had and I think you testified to some of this yester¬ 
day in your opinion, some suggestions that have been made along 
the way that we might do to remedy that lack of trust. 

One of them would be a smaller joint intelligence committee to 
oversight that function. 

One might be to have the group of eight more clearly legislative¬ 
ly defined and under given tight time limits require reporting to 
that group. 

One of them I think would be to strengthen and revise our 
laws—criminal laws on leaks in a bill such as one I introduced yes¬ 
terday in H.R. 3066 that some of the members of this committee co¬ 
sponsored. 

All of those, I think you would have to agree, are things that we 
ought to look at when we get to our recommendation area to try to 
rebuild that lack of trust. 

But it seems to me there are also some other things that we need 
to do that haven’t been done, and I am not sure how many of those 
can be done legislatively. 

We need to get our operational resources in the anti-terrorism 
area back on track. 

I see a weakness—perhaps being close to it, you didn’t see—but I 
see a strong weakness in the area of our willingness or perhaps our 
confidence in our special operations teams or our CIA intelligence 
to go out and rescue hostages or to take preemptive steps that are 
necessary. 
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We have done a great job with Libya and a few of those types, 
but getting back individual hostages has been a terrible ordeal for 
everybody. 

It was true for Carter, it is true for Reagan, it is going to be true 
for the next President. 

One of the things that is lacking is not legislative. We passed a 
law here for a new Assistant Secretary of Defense, and since you 
have left the White House, you may not be aware, but we still 
haven’t filled that post. 

It is an ongoing problem that certainly Secretary Weinberger 
will have to address later today or tomorrow or Monday or when¬ 
ever. 

And then, last but not least is this issue of confrontation. I don’t 
think we can legislative in that area, but it seems to me that the 
terrible problem we have got here is going to have to be resolved in 
some way down the road between the legislative and the executive 
branches regarding who has the strength in the foreign policy area 
in some of what have been very gray areas in the past and maybe 
didn’t need to be refined more but now in this time when we have 
these problems that are facing us like the hostages and terrorism 
and so on we have an obligation to define that and refine it more, 
and it seems to me it is going to require a stronger stance by the 
President, making a role in confronting Congress occasionally as 
was not done here. 

Maybe again it is 40/40 hindsight, but I am looking ahead. We 
can look back and learn. I am not criticizing, just saying, hey, 
when we have another Boland, we need to have more confrontation 
to refine this issqe if we ever come forward and can get this re¬ 
solved. 

Does that summary strike you as a fair approximation of some of 
the key things that this committee needs to address in looking at 
recommendations and resolving what we have been looking at all 
these few weeks? 

Mr. Regan. I would say it is a fair summary. There are many 
points that you raised I would like to discuss more with you at an 
appropriate time, 

Mr. McCollum. Certainly. Because some of them do require 
more explanation. But nonetheless, I think there are these issues 
which I hope this committee will address in its final summary. 

Mr. Regan.- 

Mr. McCollum. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Hamilton, the Chair recognizes Mr. Stokes. 

Mr. Stokes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good morning, Mr. Regan. 

Mr. Regan. Good morning, Mr. Stokes. 

Mr. Stokes. Mr. Regan, I would like to begin my questions by re¬ 
ferring back to the conversation you had on November 24th, with 
Director Casey. I know a couple of my colleagues have already 
made some reference to that conversation, but I would like to ap¬ 
proach it in just a little different way. 

I do so for the reason that we have received some rather contra¬ 
dictory testimony regarding the involvement of Mr. Casey and 
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around the whole question of diversion, and let me just tell you 
what the contradictions are as I see them. 

Colonel North told our committee that Mr. Casey knew of the di¬ 
version and that he concocted the fall guy plan. 

Admiral Poindexter testified that he told North to tell no one 
about the diversion and that he assumed that North had obeyed 
him. 

He later found out that North told McFarlane in Julv of 1986. 
Then he found out that Director Casey knew, from North r s testimo¬ 
ny before our committee. 

Admiral Poindexter told Attorney General Meese that no one in 
the White House but himself and North knew of the diversion. 

Director Casey told Attorney General Meese that he did not 
know of the diversion. 

Colonel North told Attorney General Meese that only Poindexter 
and McFarlane in the U.S. Government knew of the diversion. 

I would ask you, and I think that your opinion will be valuable 
to us in terms ^f trying to in some manner reconcile these contra¬ 
dictions, going back to the conversation you had with Director 
Casey that day, and giving consideration which you have already 
told us in terms of the fact that his expression was rather benign 
and consequently you couldn't derive much from that, but knowing 
everything that you now know and putting the conversation you 
had with Director Casey in the same category you did with the 
President when you said you knew the President was an actor, but 
that you were totally convinced that knowledge of the diversion 
was completely new to him—and so my question is, putting every¬ 
thing into context retrospectively, given your impression from that 
conversation you had that day, would you say that, in your opinion, 
that this was the first time that Director Casey had knowledge of 
the diversion? 

Mr. Regan. That is a very difficult question for me to answer. 

As I said yesterday, he did not indicate to me that he did know of 
the diversion. On the other hand, he didn't say that he did not 
know of it. It seems to me that you gentlemen will have to look a 
little bit more into some of the stories that I have read someplace, I 
have no personal knowledge of this, about this Canadian group 
that somehow or other were loaning money to carry on the trans¬ 
actions and there not getting their amount of money. 

This was told to Casey as I recall from what I read in October, 
and then he raised that question with Poindexter and others about 
this money. 

Whether or not at that point he could have learned of the diver¬ 
sion, I don’t know, but it would seem to me that if he were that 
involved to where he had a story from a third party that as head of 
the CIA he would have run it down a little bit more. I don’t know. 

Mr. Stokes. Sure. Well, I appreciate your testimony on that 
point. I think it will be helpful to us in trying to reconcile these 
differences. 

Mr. Regan, during the period of time you were the Chief of Staff, 
after Poindexter and North had left the White House, did there 
come a time when there was a discussion with the President, when 
you were present, about congressional immunity for Colonel North 
and Admiral Poindexter? 
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Mr. Regan. Yes, there was such a time. 

Mr. Stokes. And would that have been around approximately 
December 15th, 16th? 

Mr. Regan. I think even earlier than that—probably around De¬ 
cember 8th, 9th, or 10th, in through there. 

Mr. Stokes. I see. 

Mr. Regan. I recall discussions of that. 

Mr. Stokes. And who was present at that time? 

Mr. Regan. Well, I remember one discussion among the Presi¬ 
dent, the Vice President and myself regarding this as to how to get 
the full story out. Both the admiral and the colonel were refusing 
to talk. We had said we didn’t know the story, couldn’t find out the 
story, granted, the Tower Commission was working but still in an 
effort to hasten this, I believe the President did suggest publicly 
some time in the period to which I referred that either the Senate 
or the House or both intelligence committees should give limited 
immunity to both of these witnesses or to either one of them in 
order to get a story out. 

But both of the committees, the House and the Senate Intelli¬ 
gence Committees, said, no, they didn’t want to do that, that it 
wasn’t the proper time. 

Mr. Stokes. Now, at either that particular meeting or any other 
meeting, was the question of Presidential pardon for either Admi¬ 
ral Poindexter or Colonel North ever discussed with the President? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, it was. 

Mr. Stokes. Can you tell us when that was? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. Somebody brought it up to him got shot down 
right away. That was something the President wouldn’t even listen 
to, the fact that he should grant a pardon. His reasoning went 
along this sort of line, to grant a pardon means you think some¬ 
body has committed a crime; you only pardon for a crime. 

And he didn’t know what the crime was. As yet, there had been 
no evidence brought to him, the Tower Commission report was not 
out, the independent counsel had been put in being, but he had no 
report, obviously neither the Senate nor the House Intelligence 
Committees had finished, let alone the fact that this committee 
would be set up, so the President said not only is it premature, but 
I will be darned if I am going to accuse them of a crime in advance. 

Mr. Stokes. Was that the extent of the conversation that day, as 
you recall? 

Mr. Regan. It never came up again. He put his foot down hard, 
and it never came up again. 

Mr. Stokes. You testified yesterday that to your knowledge the 
President did not know that the CIA was involved in the November 
1985 HAWK shipments; is that correct? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Stokes. All right. If he did not know, do you believe that he 
would have or should have signed a Finding retroactively approv¬ 
ing something he did not know anything about at the time? 

Mr. Regan. Well, as I said, I still am a little bit imprecise about 
that Finding; (A) that there was a Finding, (B) that he signed it. 

There is no such document. There is a draft document, I know, 
but I have never seen the final document with his signature on it. 
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And I am unable to state whether he should have done it retroac¬ 
tively or not. 

You know the curious thing about that, Mr. Stokes, is that we 
had quite a conversation on December 7th, in the quarters among 
the leading players in this affair, and there was discussion of a 
Finding, and operating under a Finding, and yet no one at that 
meeting brought up the subject that the President had already 
signed the Finding. 

I find that very curious, that—I have racked my brain about it, I 
have read the testimony of witnesses before this committee who 
participated in that meeting and as yet nobody has said that any¬ 
body said, whether it was Poindexter, McFarlane or anybody who 
v/ould have known of the President signing that would have said, 
hey, we have already got a Finding. 

Mr. Stokes. I think some of us find that testimony rather curi¬ 
ous, also. 

Mr. Regan. I am at a loss on that one. 

Mr. Stokes. Finally, let me just offer an addendum to the collo¬ 
quy you had yesterday with Mr. Hyde with reference to the prece¬ 
dent established in terms of Chiefs of Staff testifying before the 
Congress, and I think your recollection was that Sherman Adams 
was the only exception. 

Mr. Regan. May I correct something? We got a phone call at my 
office saying Mr. Haldeman had also testified. 

Mr. Stokes. That is correct. When you said that yesterday it 
struck me, and I had an opportunity to check it last night. 

Mr. Regan. That shows, you know, if you have got a good staff. 

Mr. Stokes. That is right. Thank you very much. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Hamilton. Senator McClure. 

Mr. McClure. I want to refer back to a series of statements and 
a press conference question apd clear up what may be an ambigui¬ 
ty. Yesterday, Senator Cohen in his test—in his questions to you 
had referred to a statement that the President had made to Mr. 
McFarlane expressing the displeasure that the Israelis had gone 
ahead with an arms shipment prior to any approval by the United 
States. 

And he asked him to convey that to the Israelis, and your re¬ 
sponse to the question that he had had asked was, yes, that indeed 
was correct. John Poindexter said that in the meeting on Novem¬ 
ber 10th he reported in that meeting that the Israelis went ahead 
without our prior approval. 

That also was covered by Senator Cohen’s question. And I think 
yesterday Mr. Smiljanich also asked a question about that and 
your response was affirmative, that the President did not know 
prior to the shipment of TOW missiles that Israel intended to do 
so. 

That is on page 30 of your testimony yesterday. So we have sev¬ 
eral different markers down that—I think at one time you said, if I 
recall correctly, at the August 6th meeting the President had ex¬ 
pressed concern about the Israeli shipment of arms. 

So we have several different markers about that. Yet on the 
press conference—the President’s press conference on November 
19th, if you care to refer to it, that is exhibit no. 48, page 1587, of 
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that Presidential document, the question was asked this way by 
Andrea Mitchell. 

“Mr. President, to follow up on that, we have been told by the 
Chief of Staff, Donald Regan, that we condoned this—we condoned, 
this government condoned an Israeli shipment in September of 
1985. It would appear that his recitation is contrary to testimony 
of yourself, of John Poindexter, and references to Mr. McFarlane’s 
testimony, all differing from the background which she stated in 
her question to the President on November 19th. Can you help us 
clear that up? 

Mr. Regan. I hope so, Senator. 

The use of the word “condone,” I take it to mean exactly what I 
testified to yesterday. That is, the Israelis did it without our knowl¬ 
edge, but once they had done it, we did not then go back and make 
them undo it or in any way condemn them for it. 

And by the fact that we didn’t protest except privately for 
McFarlane" to his contacts, whoever that might have been, we 
didn’t make a big deal out of it or a big case out of it, and I think 
that is why the use of the word “condone.” 

Mr. McClure. It did not intend to imply we had given prior ap¬ 
proval? 

Mr. Regan. No. And you will recall that later we did refurbish 
their supply. 

Mr. McClure. Well, again, referring to your testimony yesterday 
on page 30, when Mr. Smiljanich was asking the questions, Mr. 
Smiljanich said what was said at that meeting in September of 
1985 about the replenishment of the missiles that Israel had 
shipped to Iran, and your answer was, and I quote, “The President 
was quite upset that his hand was being forced in this way. He still 
wasmt certain, because he had told McFarlane in the August 6 
meeting to go slow on this and let’s make sure we know who we 
are dealing with before we get too far into this, as a result to have 
his hand forced that way was quite upsetting, and he said as far as 
any replenishment is concerned, we will cross that bridge later. I 
am not going to do anything about that now.” 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. McClure. And the President was upset? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, he was very upset. 

Mr. McClure. What do you mean by the Israelis having forced 
his hand that way? 

Mr. Regan. Well, they had gone ahead and made an initial 
transaction in this channel and were drawing the U.S. Government 
into it, because they shipped these arms. Weir came out—the deed 
was already done, and we really hadn’t had time to put this whole 
matter before an NSPG, or what have you, and go over it in any 
detail. They did it for us without our advance, our knowledge in 
advance. 

Mr. McClure. And we did later agree to the replenishment. 

Mr. Regan. Oh, yes. 

Mr. McClure. There is one other little fact that ties in with that 
that might help us if we get it into some kind of perspective, and 
that is later on when the Israelis were trying again to get us to go 
forward with this project, they offered, even though we had agreed 
to the replenishment, they said “Go ahead, if it doesn’t work, we 
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will even give up on the replenishment of the 500 TOWs, the initial 
shipment, which would indicate to me that maybe they hadn’t 
really expected to get replenishment. 

Mr. Regan. I can’t offer any additional information on that, I 
don’t know. 

Mr. McClure. At the beginning they had no approval- 

Mr. Regan. As far as I know, they had no approval or no assur¬ 
ances that if they did it, it would be replaced. 

Mr. McClure. And even after there was an agreement for re¬ 
plenishment, they offered to go ahead without replenishment. 

Mr. Regan. That is a fact I learned later. I didn’t know that at 
the time. 

Mr. McClure. Let me refer you to exhibit no. 41A, if you will, 
for a moment at page 10, of exhibit 41 A, which is I think your 
notes of the meeting on November 10. I refer you to what Secretary 
Shultz said, and I would—well, I will just read from your notes on 
that page, and this is referring to what Secretary Shultz said at 
that meeting: “Thinks Israelis suckered us into this, so we can’t 
complain of their sales.” Do you remember that conversation? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, I do. 

Mr. McClure. What was it he said? Is that all of what he said? 

Mr. Regan. That is my interpretation. I don’t think the Secre¬ 
tary actually used those words, but I at times talk and take notes 
in the vernacular. His point was that since the Israelis were so— 
close to us in this deal and they, in point of fact, were already ship¬ 
ping arms to Iran, we could not consistently agree in private with 
them to be a participant in that and then publicly condemn any 
arms shipments they might be sending to Iran. 

I don’t think it is a top secret that the Israelis seem to, in one 
type of deal or another, to favor Iran over Iraq in that current con¬ 
flict. 

Mr. McClure. You were careful to say you were not sure those 
were his words, but I refer you back to exhibit no. 41, which is A1 
Keel’s notes of the same meeting. 

Mr. Regan. Did he use the same words? 

Mr. McClure. —and he uses precisely the same words. 

Mr. Regan. Then I think the Secretary must have said it if two 
of us recorded it that way. 

Mr. McClure. You are an accurate reporter? 

Mr. Regan. Better than I thought. 

Mr. McClure. Do you recall, in discussions that you had or in 
which you participated, who set the price for the missiles sold to 
Iran? 

Mr. Regan. The price was never discussed in front of me, I never 
knew the cost of a TOW, 500 TOWs, 1,000 TOWs, nor did I ever 
hear anyone talk about the cost of spare parts. 

Mr. McClure. Now, you indicated, I think, in some testimony 
yesterday that you were really a little concerned about the fact 
that large profits had been made, and yet, if I recall the testimony, 
it was Mr. Ghorbanifar who First said what the Iranians would be 
willing to pay and the Israelis who had first charged that price and 
the Israelis who had first diverted money from the sale to other 
purposes. That was in their sales, not ours. Were you aware of 
those facts? 
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Mr. Regan. I have no knowledge of that at all. 

Mr. McClure. If you had been aware of those facts, and if indeed 
they are facts, and I believe that there is a record before us that 
they are, but there may not be conclusive evidence, but if those 
were facts, the Israelis took the price that was established by Mr. 
Ghorbanifar as the price the Iranians would be willing to pay, had 
charged that price and a little bit more, as a matter of fact, and 
then had diverted the proceeds to other uses, would that have 
made the rest of the pattern that evolved over the next several 
months look more predictable or less understandable? 

Mr. Regan. I think had we known that at the time, we would 
have blown a whistle right away because—what is this, what is 
going on here, how come we have people making a profit in here 
on this deal? This was not supposed to be that type of deal. I think 
we would have looked at it a little more closely. 

Granted, again, I am sitting here a year or more after the fact 
looking at it through a different pair of eyes. But I—any time 
something of this nature has ever come up involving money, I have 
always been very cautious, I want to know who is getting paid for 
what. If there is somebody making a profit on it, let’s be careful. 

Mr. McClure. Mr. Chairman, I see my time is up. Mr. Regan, let 
me compliment you for your testimony; it has been very helpful to 
the committee. I think it has filled in some gaps and corroborated 
some details; it has been very useful to us. 

If I might, Mr. Chairman, just in closing, I noted yesterday Con¬ 
gressman Hyde had said we are sitting in judgment on the execu¬ 
tive. That, in part, is true. But I think in a much larger sense, the 
Congress is also being judged by the American people. So I don’t 
think it is just the executive that is being judged; I think we are, 
too. 

Thank you very much. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Boland, 10 minutes. 

Mr. Boland. Good morning, Mr. Regan. 

Mr. Regan. Good morning, Mr. Boland. 

Mr. Boland. I'm interested in the tone and substance of the dis¬ 
cussion that must have taken place between the President, the 
Vice President, the Attorney General, and you in the Oval Office 
on the morning of Tuesday, November 25, 1986. This would have 
been prior to the meeting scheduled with Admiral Poindexter, who 
was to join that meeting perhaps an hour, or a half hour after the 
first meeting. 

Did the Attorney General provide any summary on his inquiry, 
what he had uncovered or what was left to do with respect to his 
inquiry? His inquiry started, as you know, on the 21st. Here you’re 
meeting on the 25th, and I was wondering whether or not the At¬ 
torney General gave you any summary of that inquiry at that 
meeting. 

Mr. Regan. Well, he went over again, perhaps in more detail, 
what he had told the President and me the previous afternoon 
about the diversion of funds. I think he was repeating it to make 
sure that the Vice President was fully filled in, had the same 
amount of knowledge as the President and myself, although he had 
talked to the Vice President on Monday afternoon also. 
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Then we went into matters of procedure: where do we go from 
here? We were talking about having leaders of Congress down. 
They were questioning me as to, had we notified the various lead¬ 
ers we wished to speak to and could they come? Then we went on 
to discuss the press conference and the mechanics of how that 
would be handled in revealing this. And then we got into a matter 
of discussing the commission and how that would be set up, and I 
was explaining more in detail my thoughts of the smaller three- 
man committee rather than a 17-member committee, and the like. 
So we consumed a half hour pretty quickly that way, and then it 
was time for Poindexter to come in. 

Mr. Boland. You had already discussed with or advised Admiral 
Poindexter to resign, had you not? 

Mr. Regan. That’s correct. 

Mr. Boland. And there was a discussion, I take it, in that meet¬ 
ing of that incident among the four of you? 

Mr. Regan. Not very much discussion. I told the others that I 
had—how will I put it—made a suggestion to Poindexter that he 
have his resignation with him when he came in, and I told the 
President that I anticipated he would so the President could expect 
it and be prepared for it. 

Mr. Boland. Did anyone suggest that since Admiral Poindexter 
would be joining the meeting within a relatively few minutes, some 
additional questions might profitably be asked about the operation 
of the diversion plan? 

Mr. Regan. No. Because you will recall that at that point in 
time, two of us, both the Attorney General and I, had been told by 
Admiral Poindexter that if this was more or less a failure to super¬ 
vise rather than his having any knowledge of the diversion. 

Mr. Boland. Was there any discussion of bringing Colonel North 
to the meeting so that questions might be asked of him? 

Mr. Regan. No, sir. 

Mr. Boland. As I noted yesterday, that you indicated that per¬ 
haps there was someone in the NSC who was familiar and deeply 
involved in the technical details of thejiiversion. Would that have 
been Colonel North? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Boland. Now, in your testimony yesterday, Senator Mitch¬ 
ell—in response to a question by Senator Mitchell, you gave an 
opinion as to Admiral Poindexter’s credibility. I want to ask you 
another question in that area because it has been widely reported 
that some in the administration, for instance, Larry Speakes, when 
he was the President’s spokesman, felt that the admiral had been 
on occasions less than forthcoming with him and others. 

Did you believe while you were Chief of Staff that the admiral 
ever misled you? 

Mr. Regan. Apart from this Iran-Contra, which in retrospect I 
think he did mislead me, I know of no other instances. 

I have to explain something to you regarding Mr. Speakes’ re¬ 
marks. There were times when the admiral had to be very careful 
because he was dealing with sensitive foreign policy affairs or with 
ongoing affairs involving intelligence gathering, and he had to be 
extremely careful of how much he told Speaks because whatever 
he told Speakes, naturally Speakes was authorized to give to the 
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press, and there are many times when, for those reasons, you want 
to not tell everything that you know or how you got to know it. 

Mr. Boland. In your deposition, you indicated that you learned 
of the existence of the NSC chronology on November 19, 1986. You 
asked for a copy of it’ on the 20th and it was provided by Admiral 
Poindexter to you on the 21st. Later that day, on the 21st, Admiral 
Poindexter asked that the chronology be returned for revision and 
you did not comply. Why? 

Mr. Regan. First of all, I had turned it over to the President’s 
counsel and told him to take a close look at it. He gave it a cursory 
going over, and when I got back from some other meeting I had 
attended, he said to me, “This doesn’t hang together, Don, be care¬ 
ful.” I said, “You hang on to that and check it out.” 

So when Poindexter asked, I did dissemble with him. I said, “I 
can't find it right now, John. I’ll get it to you at an appropriate 
time.” I let time expire and went home without giving it to him. 

Mr. Boland. So I take it that you were not concerned that 
changes might have been made to conceal the facts if you returned 
it? 

Mr. Regan. Well, what I did know—I knew something was 
wrong, but what I didn’t know, and that’s what I was trying to find 
out, and I was afraid if I let the document go back again, I won’t be 
able to see all the facts on several pages. 

Mr. Boland. Mr. Regan, you took pride in your efforts to put the 
best light on events that some might have otherwise interpreted as 
being adverse to the administration’s interests. To do that success¬ 
fully, I assume that you had to be in full possession of all the facts 
so that you could determine which would be most helpful to make 
in the administration’s case. 

When you learned of the diversion, why didn’t you go to North 
and Poindexter and ask for a full account of the facts so that you 
would know how far the damage might go? 

Mr. Regan. Several reasons- 

Mr. Boland. Let me ask. One of the reasons I ask that is because 
I’m looking at a statement that you made to the Washington Post 
on February 28 of 1987. I’m quoting: “Some of us are like a shovel 
brigade that follows a parade down Main Street cleaning up.” 

Mr. Regan. I was wondering when that would be brought up. I 
almost got away with it. 

Mr. Boland. You also indicated that if you are going to put a 
spin on something, you have to have all the facts to know which 
way to spin it. 

Why didn’t you ask Colonel North or Admiral Poindexter for all 
the information with respect to the diversion? 

Mr. Regan. Well, my reasoning at that time was that there was 
a criminal investigation under way. For me to put myself into that, 
I thought that was inappropriate. 

Secondly, we had nominated a commission, an independent com¬ 
mission to look into all of these facts and to gather the facts. Ac¬ 
cordingly, for me to sit there as interrogator questioning these 
people didn’t seem appropriate, so I didn’t. I didn’t feel that was, 
you know, the thing to do, and the President had set up two other 
avenues and there was a possibility of an independent counsel. 
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Mr. Boland. There was some indication in an editorial I read 
today that you had the keys to the palace. You were not the only 
one that had the keys to the palace, were you? I take it that the 
National Security Adviser had the keys to the palace too, because 
he didn’t have to go around you to get into his majesty’s room, did 
he? 

Mr. Regan. It depends upon what you mean by the keys to the 
palace. I’ve seen- 

Mr. Boland. That’s access to the Presidency. 

Mr. Regan. I’ve seen reports in the press today about the fact 
that I wasn’t what I seemed to have been and all that type of stuff. 

Again, I repeat what I tried to make clear yesterday. Although 
some people find it hard to imagine it, and that is that there are 
really two staffs in the White House. There is that National Securi¬ 
ty staff, which services the National Security Council, comes under 
the National Security Adviser; it does not and has never, except in 
the person of Richard Allen for 1 year, reported to the President 
through anybody. It didn’t in previous administrations. The Na¬ 
tional Security Council is a separate organization. I did, and was 
Chief of Staff of the White House staff running the West Wing. 
That’s what I tried to do. So as far as access to the President is 
concerned, yes, I controlled access to the President, but as I testi¬ 
fied yesterday, there were five people who had freedom to go in 
and out of the Oval Office as they needed. 

Mr. Boland. Thank you very much, Mr. Regan. 

Chairman Inouye. Senator Nunn. 

Mr. Nunn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Regan, we were talking yesterday about your notes, and I 
refer you to your notes of the November 10 meeting, which I be¬ 
lieve is exhibit 41A, if you would take a look at that, it is page 13. 
Have you got that page 13 there? 

Mr. Regan. I do. 

Mr. Nunn. Sir, if you could look down at the bottom of that 
page, “pres” is the President, is that right? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Nunn. Could you just walk us through those last three or 
four entries down there telling us what you mean by those notes, 
where it says “George and the President,” “George and the Presi¬ 
dent.” 

Mr. Regan. George, referring to Secretary Shultz, is talking here 
about how do we handle the matter from a public point of view, 
and what the President is saying, that what he should say in public 
is that he supports the present policy, all of us should say that. 

Policy, quite obviously, as I explained yesterday, were the four 
points: one, contact with Iran because of its geographical and geo¬ 
political importance; two, the question of making certain that it 
was neutral if not anti-Soviet; three, that—to get the Iranians to 
use their good graces to reduce terrorism; and four, to see what 
they could do, if anything, about contacting the kidnappers to get 
our hostages back. 

That was the President’s policy. But he said—notice the Presi¬ 
dent says “say nothing else because- there is danger to the hos¬ 
tages,” in other words, don’t get on and speculate, stick to that. 
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am really interested in the last two or three sentences if you could 
just tell us what George said and what the President sau! thou.' 
and what they meant by that. If you could perhaps read those \i'<. 
couple of entries. 

Mr. Rkgan. There is a misspelling here. I think that is what has 
happened. I am not such a great notetaker. 

George says, “I wall support and have always supported the Ira¬ 
nian long-range policy of contact with Iran.’’ 

And then he says, “I have never supported, there is no support—’’ 
—I spelled “no” k-n-o-w; I should have spelled it n-o—“—no support 
for weapons for hostages.” 

That is Shultz defending or explaining or restating what was 
well-known to us, that he did not support that policy. 

Mr. Nunn. So that is entirely consistent with his other state¬ 
ments. 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. NUxNN. How about that last entry there, is that the Presi¬ 
dent? 

Mr. Regan. The President again. 

Mr. Nunn. Could you just read that and tell us what it means. 

Mr. Regan. “The side with military superiority will win. We 
want to have things even. This helps Iran which was the weaker of 
the two sides.” 

In other words, in the Iran-Iraq war, our policy was and, as far 
as I know, still is that that war should end in a stalemate, neither 
side being the winner, try to get it to a halt. But if one side has 
military superiority over the other side, obviously it is going to 
win. 

Mr. Nunn. Well, my problem with that is that the wrong side 
was the one the President used there. That was not the position of 
our government. Our government’s position, and I went over this 
with Secretary Shultz, was that the Iraqi side was deteriorating 
and that the Iranian side had the long-range advantage, and this is 
November the 10th, this is just 4 or 5 months ago, or at least 6 or 7 
months ago, and this is November 10, 1986, where you have the 
President of the United States saying that he believes the Iranian 
side is losing. Is that right? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Nunn. Did anybody correct him in that meeting? 

Mr. Regan. No. Because Shultz immediately picked up that he 
wanted things kept in channels, that is, the State Department 
should be running the Iran endeavor, and it shouldn’t be run out of 
the NSC. 

Mr. Nunn. We had Secretary Weinberger at that meeting; is 
that right? 

Mr. Regan. I believe so. 

Mr. Nunn. Secretary Shultz was at that meeting? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, he was. 

Mr. Nunn. You had the Vice President at that meeting. 

Mr. Regan. He was. 

Mr. Nunn. Director Casey at that meeting? 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Nunn. I believe you were at that meeting? 
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Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Nunn. Of course, these were your notes, obviously. Admiral 
Poindexter was at that meeting? 

Mr. Regan. And here you have the President of the United 
States giving what is essentially erroneous policy in a policy state¬ 
ment, it wasn't a small detail, it was a question of who our govern¬ 
ment believed was winning that war. And he was stating what the 
Secretary of State has testified before this committee was not the 
policy of the United States and what we have classified reports 
from the whole community, including intelligence, including De¬ 
fense, including State saying exactly the opposite of this, and the 
President makes this statement which is obviously fundamentally 
conflicting with the policy of our—supposed policy of our govern¬ 
ment and nobody corrects him; is that what happened? 

Mr. Regan. As far as I know. My notes don't reflect anyone 
having corrected him. 

If, indeed, that was the fact. I don’t know that that was the fact. 

Mr. Nunn. Well, if I am correct, that the policy of the U.S. Gov¬ 
ernment then was that the Iraqis had the long-term problem and 
that their position was deteriorating, don't you find it alarming 
that the President could be under a total misinterpretation of what 
the U.S. Government believed about that war? 

Mr. Regan. Well, there is a lot of this that is classified informa¬ 
tion, I am not sure I want to discuss it in this meeting, Mr. Chair¬ 
man. But I would take issue with some of the things you have just 
said, but only from a classified point of view. 

Mr. Nunn. Were you under the impression that the Iranians 
were deteriorating and losing the war? 

Mr. Regan. I have a problem here, Mr. Chairman. This is very 
sensitive, classified material that we are discussing here in public. 

Mr. Nunn. I have been given—Mr. Chairman, I have checked 
with the State Department very carefully on this, and I know ex¬ 
actly what is classified, and I know what is not. 

I won't push Mr. Regan on this, but it is not classified that the 
U.S. Government position at that time was that we felt the Iraqi 
position was deteriorating. Thrt is not classified. 

I found this very, very disturbing, that we could have this kind of 
fundamental misunderstanding by the President on an issue this 
key and obviously very much in his mind, and obviously very much 
of the policy. I just suggest to you, Mr. Regan, that was November 
10, 1986, and 4 or 5 months later we were basically agreeing to flag 
Kuwaiti vessels, which is a tilt towards Iraq and here the President 
is on November 10, 1986, saying we had to help the Iranians be¬ 
cause the sides v/eren't even. 

Mr. Regan. Well, that’s trying to keep things evenhanded, Sena¬ 
tor. You see, we can’t help one side or the other. If we give help to 
one, we have to give help to the other. 

Mr. Nunn. Flagging vessels, shipping arms, is that a balanced 
foreign policy? 

Mr. Regan. As I explained to you, we want neither side to win, 
you can't help just one side. 

Mr. Nunn. Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions. 
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Chairman Inouye. Mr. Reagan, if you have any sensitive infor¬ 
mation which you feel will clarify the situation, we will be very 
happy to arrange to receive it in secure conditions. 

Mr. Regan. I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that rather I who am 
not an expert in this that you might consider the next witness, Sec¬ 
retary Weinberger be alerted to this question and maybe he would 
want to discuss it with you as to exactly what the intelligence we 
were being furnished at that time was. 

Chairman Inouye. Your suggestion is very valid, sir. We will do 
so. Thank you. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. DeWine. 

Mr. DeWine. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Good morning, Mr. Regan. 

Mr. Regan. Good morning. 

Mr. DeWine. One of the things that I think has been very clear 
in this investigation is that the President did not get all the facts 
and that is part of the problem, or maybe it is the number one 
problem. 

I think also that we could all agree that one of the main jobs of a 
Chief of Staff is to make sure that the flow of information goes to 
the President, that nothing impedes that; he gets the basic facts 
that he needs so he is the one who ultimately makes the decisions. 

I wonder if you could, maybe based upon your experience in this 
case, based upon your experiences, Chief of Staff, White House 
Chief of Staff, give us a little advice and maybe give advice to 
future Chiefs of Staff and future Presidents, what can be done, or 
can it be done by a Chief of Staff, to ensure that Presidents get the 
basic information that they need so that the information flows to 
them. 

Mr. Regan. Except in this instance where there was apparently 
a deliberate effort to conceal things from the President, I know of 
no time during the 2 years that I served as Chief of Staff where 
there weren’t basic facts given to the President. 

Now, at times these were imprecise, they weren’t filled, particu¬ 
larly when there is an ongoing situation—a plane is taken hostage, 
you’re not sure what is going on, there are fragmentary reports. 
Obviously you can’t give him all of the information. 

But on the domestic side, if he is trying to make a decision that 
might involve, let’s say the EPA, or might involve some aspect of 
the budget, or something of that nature, there is plenty of informa¬ 
tion given to the President that comes up through the Cabinet 
council system so that he does have enough information on which 
to make a decision. 

Quite obviously, if ever again there were a situation in which a 
President does not get all the information because members of his 
staff conceal it from him, then he is at a real disadvantage. 

Mr. DeWine. I’ve got another question and I do want to move on, 
but in summary, you don’t see any structural change that you 
would recommend to a President or to a Chief of Staff to avoid a 
situation that you have described where the President’s one of his 
chief advisers, the NSC Adviser, withholds information? 

Mr. Regan. Except for the suggestion I made yesterday that the 
President’s counsel be brought into any covert operation before it 
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starts, before a decision is made as to whether we should go into 
one or not and also- 

Mr. DeWine. The President’s legal counsel? 

Mr. Regan. The President's legal counsel. And also the paper¬ 
work flow in the White House, particularly where it involves sensi¬ 
tive, highly classified material, be restructured so that that has to 
flow from A to B to C, so that we are sure we know under what 
circumstances the President is getting it, how he is getting it, and 
what he does with it. 

Mr. DeWine. Let me follow up with that if I could about a specif¬ 
ic question about the legal counsel. It is my understanding in No¬ 
vember of ’86, Mr. Wallison was the White House counsel, is that 
true? 

Mr. Regan. November of ’86, yes, he was. 

Mr. DeWine. What that means is that he is the President’s 
lawyer? 

Mr. Regan. That’s right. 

Mr. DeWine. In fact, the President is his only client? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. Well, he has other responsibilities. 

Mr. DeWine. But the President is his principal client, is he not? 

Mr. Regan. His principal client, yes. 

Mr. DeWine. If I could, I would like to read to you from the dep¬ 
osition we took of Charles Cooper, who of course is the Assistant 
Attorney General, was the Assistant Attorney General at the De¬ 
partment of Justice. This deposition was taken on June 23, 1987. I 
have a copy here, but I really—and I’ll give it to you, but if I could 
just read it to you it might expedite things. 

Mr. Regan. Please. 

Mr. DeWine. Let me just set the stage, Mr. Regan, if I could. Mr. 
Cooper is being asked at the meeting, he is being asked at this dep¬ 
osition about the meeting in Poindexter’s office that was called to 
go over Director Casey’s testimony on November 20, 1986. Let me 
read now from the deposition. 

“Question: Mr. Wallison, Mr Wallison and his office, was not 
represented as you have testified. 

“Answer: Right. 

“Did you think it was odd that he wasn’t there at that point? 

“Answer: At that point? 

“Question: Especially after the meeting 2 days before. Now, the 
meeting, of course, 2 days before was when Wallison had called all 
his counterparts together to basically complain, at least that’s my 
understanding, about the fact that he was being cut out. You had the 
chief counsel of Justice, State, DOD, CIA and NSC, and he was 
complaining those 2 days before about being cut out from the proc¬ 
ess. 

“Answer: Yes, by that time I was beginning to sense and certain¬ 
ly appreciate the fact that Peter Wallison was not a participant in 
this, did not seem to be at all included in this matter generally. 

“Question: Was he basically being frozen out of this situation? 

“Answer: I certainly understood that to be his view of it. 

“Was it your view? 

“Answer: It is obvious that he wasn’t involved, so presumably 
conscious decisions were made not to involve him. 
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“Question: Did you think it odd that there was no one there rep¬ 
resenting Don Regan, his staff? 

“Answer: Not particularly, and I really can't say it was odd that 
Wallison wasn't at this meeting, but I do think it was odd that he 
wasn’t at any meeting other than the ones that he called to find 
out what was going on. It was quite clear that there was some kind 
of fissure between NSC and Peter Wallison of the White House 
counsel.” 

End of deposition, end of quote. 

Now, Mr. Regan, did Peter Wallison express to you his feeling 
that he was being frozen out? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, he did on several occasions. 

Mr. DeWine. After he expressed this to you, the President’s own 
lawyer saying, “I’m being cut out of this,” what did you do to try to 
get him back in the ballgame—what did you do to try to get him 
involved so that the President would have the benefit of his own 
legal counsel at a very, very crucial time? 

Mr. Regan. I asked Poindexter to include him in whatever meet¬ 
ings he was having. He refused to do it. He said that he had plenty 
of counsel, he had Paul Thompson on his own staff, and he had 
opinions from the Attorney General regarding what he was doing 
so he felt that from a legal point of view, they had sufficient coun¬ 
sel. 

And he went on to say that their problem was not with the law; 
their problem was in getting the facts themselves and the chronolo¬ 
gies straight. It was not whether or not they were doing things le¬ 
gally or illegally. 

Mr. DeWine. Mr. Regan, you have been a chief officer of Merrill 
Lynch. You were a strong CEO there. You were a strong Cabinet 
officer, and contrary to the Washington Post this morning, I still 
think you were a strong Chief of Staff. 

Why, at that point, when you knew things were very crucial, 
didn’t you go down, and if I could use real blunt language, go down 
to Admiral Poindexter or over to his office and say, “Look, I don’t 
care what you want. The President needs his lawyer. We have to 
get him involved in this. This is a crucial time. Things are going 
wild. We have got to get somebody here who can put this thing to¬ 
gether, and the logical person is the President’s lawyer”? 

Mr. Regan. At that point in time, the Attorney General got him¬ 
self involved in it, and I felt that since the Attorney General was 
in there and he was personally checking on the facts, that that 
would be sufficient. We didn’t have to have Wallison also at that 
point. 

Mr. DeWine. I appreciate that and I would wholeheartedly agree 
with you, once the Attorney General actually does get involved 
that that does the job and in my opinion it did do the job, but we 
have got a period of time prior to that, don’t we, when this whole 
thing is breaking loose from the time of the election day, November 
4, when the first article appears, you go to several meetings that 
you had, you go the meeting that I was talking about, it is clear that 
you have got a vacuum, a period of time that was a vacuum, and 
Wallison—-he’s just out of it, the President’s own lawyer is not 
involved in this thing. 
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1 admitted once Ed Meese got involved, things got better, but 
before he got involved shouldn t Wallison have been brought in in 
hindsight looking back? 

Mr. Regan. In hindsight definitely, but at that point in time we 
didn’t realize the significance of the legal problem that was in¬ 
volved here as to whether or not Boland had been observed or 
breached. 

We had no idea of the diversion of funds and whether there was 
a possible criminal act here or not. We had no idea that there was 
a tremendous legal problem involved. 

Mr. Dewine. But you were- 

Mr. Regan. I am talking now between the 5th, and let’s say the 
18th or 19th. Wallison did sit in on the briefings of the President 
for the, I believe he was there in the briefings for the press confer¬ 
ence. 

Mr. DeWine. I appreciate your answer and again it is always 
easy for us to sit up here and criticize and hindsight is as Bill 
McCollum says 20/20. There is no doubt about that, I just think 
looking back and maybe for future reference that the President of 
the United States ought to have his legal counsel involved in deci¬ 
sions like this. 

Mr. Regan. I agree with you completely on that Mr. DeWine. As 
a matter of fact, I do hope that one of the outcomes of this, wheth¬ 
er or not this committee recommends it that the current Chief of 
Staff and the future chiefs of staff would see to it that whenever 
there is a covert action of any type the President’s counsel, in addi¬ 
tion to whatever else is used, is brought into the discussions. 

Mr. DeWine. Thank you very much. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. Senator Hatch. 

Mr. Hatch. Don, it is good to see you again. Nice to see you. 

Looking back on this entire series of events, I think we all can 
admit there is certainly a lot that can be criticized and hopefully 
there are lessons that can be learned. 

From what you have told us here, yesterday and today, it ap¬ 
pears to me that your instincts and your advice were basically 
sound. You get the facts, get them out, that is what you wanted to 
do. 

I think that was a correct and a very proper approach. And I’m 
looking back on it, and I ask this not in a critical way, but in the 
hope that we can perhaps learn from the past. 

Do you think that maybe it was not a mistake to have taken an¬ 
other half day, even maybe a day to get more of the facts, and then 
it seems to me that the President along with you and the Attorney 
General at his side could have called on North, Poindexter and 
Casey and received basically the whole story? 

So in retrospect, do you think that maybe the haste in calling a 
press conference was a mistake in the long run? 

Mr. Regan. You would have to assume at that point that North 
and Poindexter would have told the full and complete and true 
story. 

Mr. Hatch. Sure. 

Mr. Regan. Even though they knew that perhaps they had done 
something wrong. I am not sure in view of what has happened—I 
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don’t want to impugn these two men because they always, as far as 
I was concerned, were honorable men, but it may be taking things 
a little bit too much for granted that they would have told the 
truth and nothing but the truth at that particular moment. 

Mr. Hatch. OK. 

I only have one or two other comments, I don’t want to take all 
my time. 

You mentioned David Fischer in response to some questions 
posed by Representative Brooks, and I am Finding no fault with 
Congressman Brooks, he is a good friend and he took his comments 
out of news accounts. 

Other than speculations by the press, do you have any evidence 
that Mr. Fischer was getting paid for arranging meetings at the 
White House for Mr. Channell’s contributors or for anyone else? 

Mr. Regan. No, I don’t. As I said yesterday, Senator, I was 
shocked to read that. 

Mr. Hatch. Well, the fact of the matter is it isn’t true but let’s 
go a little bit further. I just don't want the wrong impression left 
on this record- 

Mr. Regan. I’m glad to hear that. 

Mr. Hatch.— and I am sure you would agree. 

Our committees have looked into this matter and it is my clear 
understanding that Mr. Fischer had no contact with or even knowl¬ 
edge of Mr. Channell while Mr. Fischer was working at the White 
House as an employee. Then after he left the White House, he did 
enter into a retainer agreement with IBC, but that retainer was for 
Mr. Fischer’s work as a political consultant with a large number of 
issues, most of which pertained to domestic matters from what I 
understand. 

Mr. Fischer did that work, and as I understand it, he was paid for 
it, but he was never at any time paid specifically for arranging 
meetings at the White House—not $50,000 as the news accounts 
have mentioned and as Mr. Brooks’ question indicated or in any 
other sum. 

In fact, Mr. Channell already had a clear opening and a close 
working relationship with the White House long before he met Mr. 
Fischer. 

So I just don’t want the wrong impression left here. I would 
think that you of all people would understand how allegations and 
false information in a few news stories can be very harmful and 
sometimes totally in error. 

I think we all understand that, and I know that happened to you. 

We have checked out Mr. Fischer thoroughly, and I know of no 
reason why he should be of any embarrassment to you or to the 
White House. 

As a matter of fact, I understand he was personally asked by the 
President to help make the arrangements for President Aquino’s 
visit to the United States last year, which he did without compen¬ 
sation and only on the condition that he be given none of the credit 
for it. 

As I understand it, he gave up 3 months of his life to do that, 
and I think most people would agree he did a remarkable job. 

I think that that experience reflects more accurately on Mr. 
Fischer's reputation than the wild speculation that has been report- 
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ed about him in some aspects of the press in connection with his 
contacts with Mr. Channell. 

So I wanted to clear that up because I think Dave served long 
and well down there and basically I think you had nothing but the 
highest opinion of him. If I don’t- 

Mr. Regan. That is absolutely correct. I always thought he was a 
great guy and he was tireless in his devotion to the President and 
the amount of time that he spent—weekends, nights, days, and so 
forth, accompanying the President no matter where he went, he 
went way beyond the normal call of duty. 

Mr. Hatch. And he is a good family man—he’s a young man 
with a family. 

Mr. Regan. That is what I understand. 

Mr. Hatch. I appreciate your clearing that up, and I wanted to 
clear it up because I think sometimes some of our elements of the 
press jump on things and misconstrue them and misstate them and 
sometimes tell downright untruths. 

This particular matter has been filled with good reporting and 
bad reporting, but I have seen a lot of bad reporting on it. 

Thank you, sir. I appreciate it and appreciate your testimony. 

Mr. Hatch. Thank you, sir. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Jenkins for 10 minutes. 

Mr. Jenkins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Regan. Good morning, Mr. Jenkins. 

Mr. Jenkins. I only have a couple or three questions to clear up. 
It appears to me, from listening to all of the witnesses, including 
yourself, that the overriding concern really of the White House 
during this entire operation up to and until the diversion was dis¬ 
covered was to put the best light on the situation to prevent the 
perception from being that it was an exchange of arms for hos¬ 
tages. Would you generally agree with the concern- 

Mr. Regan. Yes, the story wasn’t known until about November 
4th or 5th, and in the period between November 5th and November 
24th, you are correct. 

Mr. Jenkins. It appears to me from the various witnesses and 
the documents that everyone was concerned about making sure 
that as this story is released, we place the President in the position 
that he is not exchanging arms for hostages. Now—am I correct? 

Mr. Regan. You are correct, but you have got to remember with 
a slight addition to what you just said because the reason we 
wanted to do that was because that was what the President actual¬ 
ly wanted- 

Mr. Jenkins. I understand that. 

Mr. Regan. —the opening of the contact with Iran was his 
number one problem. 

Mr. Jenkins. I understand that from your testimony yesterday, 
although you also indicated that obviously it developed into an ex¬ 
change of arms for hostages, in fact. 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. By October of 1986, it had dwindled 
into that. 

Mr. Jenkins. Yes, sir. Did you ever talk with the admiral about 
it, since you have learned about the destruction of the December 
Finding. Was that the reason for the tearing up of that document? 
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Mr. Regan. I have not talked to Admiral Poindexter since on No¬ 
vember 25th. 

Mr. Jenkins. As you know, Colonel North has indicated that he 
was scheduled to be the fall guy. And when Admiral Poindexter 
did not speak up in behalf of Colonel North, but when this was dis¬ 
covered, at the time he talked with you, at the time he talked with 
the President, the impression that he gave was that he didn’t 
really know anything about this except in general terms and that 
the operation was, in fact, one operated by Colonel North more or 
less alone. Is that the impression he gave all of you? 

Mr. Regan. Well, I wouldn’t say alone, but the impression was 
given that somebody else was doing this and North was responsi¬ 
ble, he should have looked into it a little bit more, but didn't. 

Mr. Jenkins. The admiral didn’t speak up for Colonel North at 
that time at all? 

Mr. Regan. No, I don’t believe so. 

Mr. Jenkins. He was letting him shoulder most of the responsi¬ 
bility? 

Mr. Regan. Well, that was just the first—the first blush of this. 
That was in his conversations with me on the morning of the 25th 
and in the same morning with the President. 

Mr. Jenkins. But he volunteered no support whatsoever for 
North at that time? 

Mr. Regan. Well, except to say that he thought that whatever it 
was that North was doing, North was doing it with the purest of 
motives, that he was trying to help the Contras. 

Mr. Jenkins. And when he said that he was doing it with the 
purest of motives, of course, at the same time, as he has testified 
here, he was calling the shots apparently for North? 

Mr. Regan. Well, as I say, that I learned from this committee, 
from the testimony before this committee, and was quite surprised 
when I read it. 

Mr. Jenkins. Let me ask you one thing that has always con¬ 
cerned me, as I know it has you, you have already indicated, the 
agreement that was entered into by Mr. Hakim on behalf of the 
United States and Iran. Admiral Poindexter testified that he took 
this agreement in to the President to get his approval and later re¬ 
layed that approval back to the people in Iran. 

Now, the nine points of the agreement, some of which were car¬ 
ried out, as a matter of fact later, and the translation of item 
three, which says, and this is the item that concerned you, and you 
indicated concerned the President later—“before executing item 4 
below, Albert—Hakim—will provide the plan for the release of the 
Kuwaitis, the 17 people.” 

You indicated that when the President first learned of this he 
was shocked. 

Mr. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Jenkins. Is that correct? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Jenkins. So your interpretation is that if the admiral men¬ 
tioned this to him, he must have- 

Mr. Regan. I don’t know when the admiral actually did mention 
this to the President. I cannot envisage the President, as adamant 
as he was about not wanting to do anything to secure the release of 
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any of those Dawa prisoners, that he would have agreed to this, 
and I am sure that the President would never have agreed to 
having one Albert Hakim, unknown to him, out making agree¬ 
ments with the Government of Iran. 

Mr. Jenkins. So if, in fact, Admiral Poindexter showed these 
nine points to the President back in May of 1986, he must have 
skipped over this or- 

Mr. Regan. Well, it certainly would not have been presented in 
the way that you just presented it, definitely not. 

Mr. Jenkins. He would not have read it out like I read it out 
from the trans—from the agreement? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Jenkins. I mean I want to make sure that you understand I 
was not placing it in my language. I was reading Mr. Hakim's 
agreement. 

Mr. Regan. I understand. I find that hard to believe- 

Mr. Jenkins. I'm sorry. 

Mr. Regan. I said I find that hard to believe—Hakim’s testimony 
on that. 

Mr. Jenkins. Well, I think that the admiral also testified that he 
did get the approval of the President on this; but you would find 
that hard to believe also, would you not? 

M^. Regan. Yes. 

Mr. Jenkins. One other area. There has been a lot of discussion 
about what we can do to try to shore up some of the obvious prob¬ 
lems between the executive branch and the legislative branch with 
leaks and to make sure that we do not repeat the mistakes that 
have been made here in the future. 

But I keep trying to reconcile in my mind, it would make no dif¬ 
ference whether or not we have 30 members of a joint intelligence 
committee or two members that are notified if, in fact, the Nation¬ 
al Security Adviser does not even share the information with the 
President. We would never know about that anyway, would we? 

Mr. Regan. No, but I have to think that that is an aberration, 
that that would not be normal practice. I have to think that if 
there were a small group from this Congress who were discussing 
covert actions and were, by law or by practice, to be the ones to be 
told about covert operations, that information would deliberately 
be withheld from them—I don’t think that would happen. 

Mr. Jenkins. I agree with you, and I agree with you on the limi¬ 
tation that should be made as far as the legislative branch, as far 
as the number of people, but the problem I was trying to get to, 
how do we make sure that a National Security Adviser, or whom¬ 
ever, tells the President? 

Mr. Regan. The only answer is a very simple one, pick the right 
people. 

Mr. Jenkins. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. Senator Sarbanes. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Regan, I want to focus very quickly in the beginning on the 
December 7th meeting of 1985 when both the Secretary of State 
and the Secretary of Defense were very much against moving for- 
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ward with any further measures with respect to developing this 
opening to Iran, and you were opposed, as well, as I understand it. 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Sarbanes. The upshot of that meeting, though, was to send 
McFarlane to London at least to make one final exploration, is that 
correct? 

Mr. Regan. As I understood it, as I recall it, it was to sort of 
wind it down. 

Mr. Sarbanes. And McFarlane came back and reported that this 
thing was just out of the question, these were very sleazy charac¬ 
ters, and we ought not to have anything at all to do with them, is 
that correct? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Now in a matter of only a few weeks, the whole 
thing became alive again. In fact, you joined in the effort to resus¬ 
citate it, I gather, on the basis of the persuasion—persuasive case 
made to you by Admiral Poindexter, is that correct? 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Did you know at the time that there was the—I 
assumed you didn't from your testimony since you didn’t know 
about the diversion, but you didn't have any inkling at the time 
that there was the possibility that the Iranian arms sales might 
provide moneys for the Contra operation and indeed for other oper¬ 
ations as it was subsequently used? 

Mr. Regan. I had no idea of that. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Looking back on it now, do you have any sense 
that some of the motive force, the driving force to put it back into 
place may have come from those, Poindexter, North, others who 
saw in it an opportunity to create a fund that would be available to 
be used for other covert actions and in Nicaragua and elsewhere? 

Mr. Regan. I am not sure that the extent of the knowledge or 
how much planning had been done about diversion at the time that 
we discussed this on January 7 in the NSPG. 

I haven't examined the record, complete record before this com¬ 
mittee. But I find it difficult to believe that between, let's say, De¬ 
cember 10 or so, whenever it was McFarlane got back, and January 
7 that the diversion scheme was concocted. 

I think that may have come a little later or grown, may have 
been in somebody’s mind, but it grew after that rather than before 
that. 

There was certainly no discussion of that at the January 7 meet- 

Mr. Sarbanes. Now, let me ask you about your role as Chief of 
Staff and the relationship with the National Security Adviser. You 
spoke yesterday about that you weren’t a supervisor because, and 
you reemphasized that point this morning saying there were two 
staffs in effect, and you said that your relationship was more of 
sharing or of liaison. 

But my sense of it is that you didn't even have that. You, in 
effect, were frozen out here by Admiral Poindexter. 

First of all, you said yesterday about the paper flow, “no, I tried to 
find out if there were any such papers because occasionally some¬ 
thing would happen and somebody would say from the National 
Security Council, would say to the President: ‘well, you remember 
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we showed that to you or you remember you got that in your book/ 
and I would say hey, I didn’t get that in my book—what happened? 
And they would say we just gave that to the President.” 

Now, this doesn’t affect the access of the National Security Ad¬ 
viser to the President or the two staffs, but on a sharing basis, if 
that was to be the relationship, should not you as the Chief of Staff 
have known of the papers that were going to the President on 
which he was signing off? 

Mr. Regan. Well, again this is a controversial item. Just how 
much should the Chief of Staff be told about sensitive information 
regarding other governments, things of that nature, that type of in¬ 
telligence? I have discussed this with other Chiefs of Staffs. Some of 
them told me that when they were there they didn’t want to know 
what was going on in the foreign area. 

I found out though that Jim Baker, as well as Ed Meese, had at¬ 
tended meetings, all meetings, of the National Security Council 
when they were in office in the White House. 

I felt that I should attend meetings, that I should keep myself 
briefed on it because not only did it enable me to carry cn a better 
conversation or give better advice to the President, but it also, 
from scheduling points of view, I had to know what they were con¬ 
templating as far as possible Presidential movements, was he going 
to meet with somebody, would he going abroad, something of that 
nature. 

So I tried to stay into that. Well, that became a little bit of a turf 
battle that I was considered a little bit pushy for wanting this type 
of information. And there were attempts made, successfully appar¬ 
ently, to keep things from me. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Well, I am frank to say to you I don’t see how you 
could do your job without this information. Let me give you just a 
couple of examples. 

You said that when Poindexter was preparing the President for 
the press conference in the family theater that there were others 
in the room who didn’t know about it; in other words, that he 
spoke in a circuitous fashion since he didn’t want to reveal this in¬ 
formation to other people, I take it. 

Mr. Regan. That is correct. 

Mr. Sarbanes. You said I think this sort of confused the Presi¬ 
dential mind as to what he could say and couldn’t say and what he 
should say and what he shouldn’t say. 

Now, it is interesting because North sent Poindexter a PROF 
note which talked about the same problem, or the thing became so 
compartmentalized even North recognized it and this was about 
having someone talk to Shultz about what third country assistance 
approaches had been made. 

Here is the Secretary of State who deals with these countries, ap¬ 
proaches were being made to them by others in the administration 
and the Secretary of State didn't know about it. 

Now, it seems to me that places him in an incredibly awkward 
position in dealing with these countries, and, finally he says, 
“Meanwhile”—this is North to Poindexter—“Meanwhile, I would 
recommend that you and McFarlane have a talk about how much 
Secretary Shultz does or does not know about third country assist- 
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ance approaches so that we don’t make any mistakes. At this point 
I am not sure who on our side knows what. Help.” 

Did you have a sense as you participated in some of these meet¬ 
ings that the meetings could not really function because the people 
involved didn’t know the subject matter, matters were being with¬ 
held or concealed from them, the same sense you had at the Poin¬ 
dexter briefing for the press conference in November 1986? 

Mr. Regan. Well, I think I alluded to this earlier. There are 
times when you get into the foreign policy area or actions involving 
the collection or dissemination of information where few people un¬ 
derstand exactly or completely what is going on. It’s very difficult 
to brief the President with that happening. 

For example, I dor’t wish to denigrate these people by my saying 
this, but we would have as interrogators or questioners of the 
President three people, perhaps some of them from the press office 
staff. They obviously didn’t know all of the details. They were de¬ 
liberately selected that way because, like members of the press, 
they didn’t have all of the details, but they would be asking us the 
questions. We wanted to see how far the President could go in his 
answers. And, quite obviously, if he were incorrect, he would be 
corrected right there. 

But later, and I am not here referring to the November 19th 
press conference, but many other press conferences, you would say 
to the President before he goes into the press conference, you could 
say only this much, remember, say only this much about that sub¬ 
ject and no more, because we don’t want to give away too much 
information. It is that type of thing. 

The President always has that when he gets into a press confer¬ 
ence. 

Mr. Sarbanes. I understand that, but it seems to me what was at 
work here was greatly in excess of that. 

Mr. Regan. Oh, in this case, yes, because you see quite obviously 
what I was driving at is Poindexter, North, and some others had 
knowledge of the diversion at that point. 

Mr. Sarbanes. That is right. 

Mr. Regan. And they weren’t telling the President. And in an 
effort to keep that information from the rest of us, they were 
giving these convoluted answers. 

Mr. Sarbanes. In fact, they exchanged PROF notes in which 
North says: “I have no idea what Don Regan does or does not know 
re: my private U.S. operation,” and then Poindexter, in responding, 
says: “Don Regan knows very little of your operation, and that is 
just as well”, and then North went on, “And I asked him when 
McFarlane was going to go to Tehran whether there might not 
ought to be a meeting with the Secretary of State and Defense and 
the Director of Central Intelligence with the President,” and Poin¬ 
dexter responded negatively, and he said, “I don’t want a meeting 
with Ronald Reagan, Shultz, and Weinberger,” the other two statu¬ 
tory members of the National Security Council. 

It seems to me what happened in all of this, in effect, there was 
a junta within the Government of the United States. I mean, you 
had Poindexter and North and their associates, in effect, invoking 
the authority of the President of the United States freezing out the 
Chief of Staff, the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of State 
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and pursuing their own policy, policies which the President says if 
he had known about them he would have strongly opposed, and 
policies which you say that when you learned about them, you re¬ 
acted with shock and horror. 

And the real question is: What can we do to minimize the 
chances that this will occur? Now, you have said, well, you have 
got to get good people, but then everyone says well these were good 
people, but this was an aberration, but nevertheless we are left 
with this situation in which, in effect, the policy of the Government 
was being, had in a sense been taken over. A coup, in effect, had 
occurred in the White House, and, of course, the Chief of Staff was 
left there with this having happened under and around him, and 
_ according to your testimony, which I am prepared to accept, un¬ 
aware that it was taking place. 

Mr. Regan. Well, I think in the future, if you have legal counsel 
guiding any covert operation as a matter of policy, that this must 
do, and if there are to be funds involved, that there be a full ac¬ 
counting for these funds on a regular basis. And if you insist that 
the NSC not be an operating unit, that whenever there is to be a 
covert operation, it be run by the CIA or whoever, but not the 
NSC, and done in accordance with proper procedures, I think you 
could avoid this type of happening in the future. It will hobble the 
NSC to a certain extent, but I think there is a different between 
foreign operations and foreign policy. 

Many people have said to me, “Well, if you do that, how could 
you in the future have a Kissinger go to China to open a door?” 
That's a big difference between that and a covert operation. I think 
that the President could use his foreign policy adviser as a messen¬ 
ger, as an scout, or for whatever purpose he wanted, but at the 
same time he would not be using an entire military staff in the 
field conducting operations. I don Y t think there is a need for that. 
That's why we have a CIA or a Department of Defense or a Depart¬ 
ment of State. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you very much. 

The Chair recognizes Senator Heflin for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Heflin. Mr. Regan, I had several questions, many of them 
have been asked, when I first started. I would like to make a com¬ 
ment. 

I think that you have been right forthright, and it has been in¬ 
teresting to me that as you have testified, I don’t believe that you 
have at any time, at least I.did not hear it, use the words “I don’t 
remember/' You haven’t used any words such as “It might have 
occurred, but I don’t recall it” or that “My memory is not too good 
on the details of that incident.” 

Frankly, I have been impressed that some of the witnesses that 
have appeared before this committee have had a convenient loss of 
memory. I think you have impressed the vast majority of the mem¬ 
bers of the committee with your forthrightness and candor, and, in 
my judgment, your testimony and appearance here has removed 
the image that you were the fall guy, regardless of the origin of 
that term, or that you were the spear catcher or the goat. 

And while realizing that the Tower Commission moved in a 
rapid period of time to make its report, did not have many of the 
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witnesses that have appeared before these committees, and did not 
have a great deal of the documentary evidence that we have, nev¬ 
ertheless, in my judgment, I feel that the Tower Commission in its 
report did you a disservice. 

I do have one question that I wanted to ask of you, and I don’t 
think it has been brought out. That is, do you have any knowledge 
which would indicate that the Vice President knew or did not 
know of the diversion of funds from the sale of the arms to Iran to 
the Contras? 

Mr. Regan. From all I gathered from his remarks on and after 
November 25, he had no knowledge of the diversion of funds. 

Mr. Heflin. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. The Chair recognizes Senator Cohen for his 3 
minutes. 

Mr. Cohen. Mr. Chairman, I am not sure after Senator Sarbanes’ 
observation whether I should address you as Commandante Regan 
at this point. 

Mr. Regan. I don’t think he assumed I was part of the junta. 

Mr. Cohen. You were the victim of it apparently. 

You spoke briefly to Congressman Stokes about a Presidential 
pardon, a discussion of that and I think you indicated the President 
said that it woulcfbe assuming guilt before they were even accused 
and rejected t out of hand. Was there also a strategy session to 
seek congre oional immunity as early as December of 1985 for the 
witnesses? 

Mr. Regan. Yes, there was. 

Mr. Cohen. Wouldn’t that have been tantamount to a congres¬ 
sional pardon if! advance? 

Mr. Regan. I am not a lawyer, again, and I don’t want to say as 
to what the legal position would have been regarding that. I would 
have to pass on that one. 

Mr. Cohen. All right. When was the first time you learned Mr. 
Khashoggi was involved in the Iranian arms sales transactions? 

Mr. Regan. Not until— I think it was the Tower Report. 

Mr. Cohen. You didn’t learn about it until then? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Cohen. Had you heard his name with the same reaction that 
had been set off as Tiny Rowland’s set off in your mind? 

Mr. Regan. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Cohen. As a matter of fact, you had when you were at Mer¬ 
rill Lynch dealings with Mr. Khashoggi? 

Mr. Regan. My firm did, yes. 

Mr. Cohen. I think I have asked you this before: is it fair to say 
Merrill Lynch is still bullish on Mr. Khashoggi? 

Mr. Regan. You will have to ask Merrill Lynch. 

Mr. Cohen. All right one final point—Senator McClure raised 
the issue of the Israeli role in this entire affair, and I think based 
upon your testimony it is that we were dragged into this fiasco by 
the Israelis, the President was angry, he told Mr. McFarlane to ex¬ 
press his displeasure privately to the Israelis. Mr. McFarlane has 
testified on several occasions before the intelligence committees of 
both houses and also before this committee that the President’s re¬ 
action was just the opposite, not only was he given authority, but 
the President was pleased with the success of the operation that 
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culminated at least initially with the release of Mr. Benjamin 
Weir. And so the question I have for you: wouldn't the President’s 
own notes help to resolve the direct conflict between Mr. McFar- 
lane and your own recollection of the events? 

Mr. Regan. I don’t know. I know that the President told me that 
he had searched his notes and whatever he had he had turned over 
to the Tower Commission, so- 

Mr. Cohen. But they would be helpful in any event in reconcil¬ 
ing this apparent disparity? 

Mr. Regan. I am not sure that he took notes of this, recall- 

Mr. Cohen. If he did, would they be helpful? 

Mr. Regan. They might be. 

Mr. Cohen. OK. 

Mr. Regan. He was in the hospital at the first meeting and had 
just come home from the hospital at the second meeting. 

Mr. Cohen. But in any event, if we were angry in September 
with the Israelis, we were on board by November in 1985 with the 
acquiescence or authorization of the sale of the HAWKs and by De¬ 
cember 7 we were signing retroactive Findings and by January 6 of 
1986, unbeknownst to you, we were so enthusiastic that we cut out 
the Israelis and cut in Mr. Hakim and General Secord; is that 
right? 

Mr. Regan. That is right. 

Mr. Cohen. Thank you. 

Chairman Inouye. the Chair recognizes committee counsel 
Thomas McGough for 5 minutes. 

Mr. McGough. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Regan, I wanted to follow up, if I could, on a recommenda¬ 
tion you made to Congressman DeWine and you alluded to, I be¬ 
lieve, in an answer to Senator Boren, and also perhaps Senator 
Sarbanes, and that is White House counsel be involved in decisions 
on covert actions. 

As I am sure you know, there are some who would suggest that 
the only thing that could be worse than having two attorneys in¬ 
volved in a decision would be having three attorneys involved in a 
decision, and under one view of the testimony we have received, 
there weren’t too few attorneys involved but too many, no one of 
whom bore ultimate responsibility for identifying and resolving 
legal problems. 

Could you take your recommendation one step further and as¬ 
suming White House Counsel is involved in the process, tell us how 
the committee—I am sorry—how the President should structure 
the decisionmaking process to ensure that at least one person in 
the process is ultimately responsible for identifying those legal 
problems and bringing them forward and, if possible, resolving 
them. 

Mr. Regan. Well, I haven’t thought this through to the extent 
that I have dotted every “i" and crossed every “t.” But as far as 
having another lawyer in the thing, I have found from my Wall 
Street experience, if the other guys have got lawyers, you had 
better have one, too. 

The President, I think, has to rely on his own counsel for advice 
as to whether this is a legal matter or not. He has the Attorney 
General, I grant you, but he wants to have—what I am suggesting 
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here is an enhanced role for the President’s counsel in which he 
would be following up on the intimate details of this. 

I don’t think you could expect the Attorney General who is ad¬ 
ministering a rather large department to be intimately following a 
particular covert operation from start to finish. But I am suggest¬ 
ing that the White House counsel should be the one—should be one 
of the ones involved in this. 

He could at least hopefully spot any attempt by others to get off 
the base line and put them back on. He could make certain that if 
Congress were going to be notified within a particular period, that 
the Congress was notified, and to the extent that the Congress was 
notified. 

In other words, you have a watchdog from a legal point of view. 

To expect the National Security Council lawyer to do this, I 
think, is asking a little bit much, also, in the event that the Na¬ 
tional Security Council, again—or its National Security Adviser— 
was going to do something wrong deliberately. So how can the 
' President protect himself is the question that was asked and that is 
where my suggestion comes that he should make certain that his 
own counsel is involved. 

Mr. McGough. Well, the question is, in one sense, how can the 
President protect himself, but in another sense, how can one 
person in that process, or shouldn’t one person in that process be 
identified as the person who has ultimate responsibility for flag¬ 
ging these legal issues? 

In the January, 1986, period, which is a very critical time in this 
initiative, you had, at least under one view of the testimony, Judge 
Sporkin deferring to Attorney General Meese on the legality of the 
activity and Attorney General Meese essentially deferring to Judge 
Sporkin, and both of them to one extent or another relying on a 
prior opinion by Attorney General William French Smith in a dif¬ 
ferent context. No one in that situation may have been ultimately 
responsible for stepping forward and saying this is a legal issue 
that we have to confront. 

Do you see any way to resolve that? 

Mr. Regan. I think there is a way to resolve it. I think it is an 
issue that if this committee doesn’t choose to solve it, at least they 
should raise it as an issue and suggest to the executive branch it 
should solve it and come back with an answer. 

Mr. McGough. Thank you, Mr. Regan. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. We have 2 minutes remaining. The Chair rec¬ 
ognizes Senator Sarbanes for the 2 minutes. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Mr. Regan there was one question I didn’t get to 
put to you. 

Director Casey had an office in the White House complex. He is 
the first Director of the Central Intelligence Agency where that is 
the case. 

Secretary Shultz suggested that at least the Secretary of State 
and the Secretary of Defense ought to have offices in the White 
House complex. 

My question to you is, should the CIA Director have an office in 
the White House complex? 
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And then would you go on to address the other question as to 
whether the Secretary of State, Secretary of Defense, who have the 
national security responsibility, should have offices in the White 
House? 

Mr. Regan. Senator, let me be a little bit jocular here. If every¬ 
body who wanted a desk in the White House or an office in the 
White House got it, we would have a 10-story office building right 
next to the White House completely filled. 

There are many Cabinet officers who think that they are di¬ 
vorced from the White House because they are not there every day. 
They sort of feel they are on outpost duty if they are three blocks 
away. I know this from experience of having lived and worked 
across the street from the White House in Treasury. 

When Secretary Shultz was Secretary of the Treasury, he had an 
office in tho White House as an adviser to the President. I think he 
is basing some of his suggestion on that. 

From my point of view, I think each of them should keep his own 
office and stay out of the White House. And I think things would 
flow just as smoothly with proper liaison. I don't think the geo¬ 
graphical location of the person is as important as the person's 
ideas and the person’s thoughts being given to the President. And 
as long as he gets to see the President or gets into the process of 
helping to shape policy, his own location, I think, is immaterial. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Well, now, do you extend that to the Director of 
Central Intelligence? 

Mr. Regan. Certainly. 

Mr. Sarbanes. That he should not have been in the White 
House? 

Mr. Regan. I know of no other Director of Central Intelligence 
who had an office in the West Wing or in the EOB. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Thank you. 

Chairman Hamilton. The Chair recognizes Mr. Stokes and yields 
him 2 minutes. 

Mr. Stokes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Regan, a few moments ago Senator Cohen followed up on a 
question I posed to you earlier this morning about pardon and con¬ 
gressional immunity, and you have indicated to him there was a 
strategy around the question of congressional immunity; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Regan. I said that one of the strategies proposed in order to 
get this story out sooner was the question of congressional immuni¬ 
ty, yes. 

Mr. Stokes. All right. Can you tell us a little more about this 
strategy? Was the strategy that Members of Congress ought to be 
contacted with reference to their pursuing the granting of congres¬ 
sional immunity? 

Mr. Regan. As a matter of fact, Mr. Stokes, I believe that was 
done, that certain congressional leaders were contacted to see what 
the mood of the Congress might be regarding that. 

Mr. Stokes. I see. 

Now, was that done with any view in mind that the pursuit of 
congressional immunity might have some type of effect upon both 
Colonel North and Poindexter in terms of their attitudes? 
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Mr. Regan. I think the attitude was exactly what happened 
later, or what we believed would happen did happen. Once these 
two men did get a grant of immunity, they did testify before the 
Congress in this committee. 

We thought they might do the same thing had the Senate Intelli¬ 
gence or the House Intelligence Committees granted that same im¬ 
munity. 

Mr. Stokes. It was felt they probably would not testify, then, 
let’s say, before these congressional communities without being 
given this kind of immunity? 

Mr. Regan. That was our understanding at the time, yes. 

Mr. Stokes. Thank you very much. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. Mr. Regan, we have come to the end of the 
day as far as your testimony is concerned. And on behalf of the 
committee, I thank you very much for assisting us in our investiga¬ 
tion. 

Do you have any closing statement you wish to make? Most wit¬ 
nesses have taken advantage of that. 

Mr. Regan. No, Mr. Chairman. I think I’ll spare you any more 
diatribes from Regan. 

I think I do want to thank you and your cochairman for your 
courtesies to me, particularly in view of my throat. It was certainly 
nice of you to give me a reprieve last night. 

I also want to take this occasion, although he didn’t appear at 
the table beside me, to thank the attorney who helped prepare me, 
Mr. John Mintz, who is here behind me. Some people asked who 
the heck he was sitting there. He is a very competent former gen¬ 
eral counsel to the FBI. 

And the only other thing I can say in conclusion, I want to thank 
the rest of the members of this committee for being so courteous, 
and I hope it doesn’t get them into trouble, that they get to be 
known as regular fellows from the fact they can smile occasionally. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you very much. 

Chairman Hamilton. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Secretary, the counsel wanted me to 
check with you. You have been very cooperative in making avail¬ 
able to us your records. They did want to know if you had turned 
over to the committee all of your White House notes. Have you 
done that—to your knowledge? 

Mr. Regan. To my knowledge, yes. 

Chairman Hamilton. All right. Well, we appreciate that very 
much. 

Let me simply join with the others in expressing appreciation for 
your testimony. I think you can tell by the reaction of the commit¬ 
tee members that all of us are deeply appreciative for it. 

You have had a most distinguished record of service to the Gov¬ 
ernment and to the people, and we wish you and your family all 
the best. 

Mr. Regan. Thank you, sir. 

Chairman Inouye. Our next witness will be the Secretary of De¬ 
fense, Mr. Caspar Weinberger. 

We’ll now stand in recess subject to the call of the Chair. 
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[Recess.] 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will please come to order. 

Our next witness is the Honorable Caspar Weinberger, the Secre¬ 
tary of Defense. 

[Witness sworn.] 

TESTIMONY OF HON. CASPAR W. WEINBERGER, SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you very much, sir. 

The Chair recognizes House counsel, Mr. Eggleston. 

Mr. Eggleston. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, before I begin asking factual questions, let me ask 
you, sir, do you have a position that you would like to tell the com¬ 
mittee about on testifying about advice that you give and have 
given to the President of the United States? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. I have always taken the position, 
and all the members here I think who have been on committees 
that I have testified to will remember it, that I don’t discuss any 
conversations, any advice, any opinions, any meetings that I have 
had with the President. I have never done that until early this 
year, I guess it was. When—at the President's direction, I spoke 
very fully and very frankly of all the statements made in meetings 
with the President in connection with this specific matter and this 
is what I regard, I guess, as a one-time exception, because I do 
think that the conversations and the discussions the President has 
with his Cabinet officers or his other advisers, that he is entitled to 
have those kept confidential and only to discuss them if he wants 
to. 

But he gave very full statement—very full directions to us and to 
me, too, to be sure that we talked about this thing fully and frank¬ 
ly and set aside all of the—what I might call the normal rules. So 
with that one-time exception in mind, I will be glad to be as frank 
as possible. 

Mr. Eggleston. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Secretary, let me first being just briefly covering your back¬ 
ground. You are a law school graduate, I understand. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. You served as the Director of the Office of Man¬ 
agement and Budget? 

Secretary Weinberger. That’s right. 

Mr. Eggleston. You have been the Secretary of Health, Educa¬ 
tion, and Welfare? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. Between 1975, or so, and 1981 you were out of 
government and in private industry? 

Secretary Weinberger. That is correct. 

Mr. Eggleston. Since 1981 you have been the Secretary of De¬ 
fense; is that correct? 

Secretary Weinberger. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Eggleston. Mr. Secretary, the first thing that I would like 
to talk to you about is the draft NSDD, National Security Decision 
Directive, which took place in the summer of 1984. Before I get to 
that—that is exhibit 4 in your book, sir—before I get to that, this 
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committee has heard testimony from Mr. McFarlane and others 
that in the late spring and summer of 1985, Mr. Ledeen was 
making various contacts with Israelis and others in order to pursue 
an opening or an initiative into Iran. I take it that as of the 
summer of 1985 you were not aware of the activities of Mr. 
Ledeen? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. I never heard of him and I wasn’t 
aware of it. 

Mr. Eggleston. So Mr. McFarlane had not briefed you on what¬ 
ever it was Mr. Ledeen was doing? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. 

Mr. Eggleston. Let me direct your attention to exhibit 4, which 
is the draft NSDD. Before I ask you questions about it, let me just 
ask you to tell us generally what a National-Security Decision Di¬ 
rective is. What is its purpose? 

Secretary Weinberger. This is a document of some formality and 
it is issued by the President and it covers rather detailed descrip¬ 
tion of our policy, our strategy, our plans that we will be pursuing 
in connection with usually a broad issue of some national signifi¬ 
cance. 

Mr. Eggleston. And this is a NSDD draft that related to a 
change in the U.S. Government policy relating to Iran; is that cor¬ 
rect? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. Your comments about it are reflected on the 
front page. I think this indicates that you saw it on or about June 
18, 1985. 

Secretary Weinberger. This was submitted in draft form for our 
comments. It was not at that time issued. 

Mr. Eggleston. Could you read from the front page what it was, 
your comments are? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I commented that, “This is almost 
too absurd to comment on. By all means, pass it on to Rich.” 

This was a note to General Powell, who had sent the memoran¬ 
dum to me. He said, “By all means—should I send it to Rich Armi- 
tage for analysis?” 

I said, “it is almost too absurd to comment on, but by all means 
pass it on to Rich.” 

“But the assumption here is that Iran is about to fall, and two, 
that we can deal with them on a rational basis. It is like asking 
Qadhafi over for a cozy lunch.” 

Mr. Eggleston. Sir, with that as your conclusion, could you de¬ 
scribe what you perceived as the purpose of this NSDD and what 
your specific objections to it were? 

Secretary Weinberger. The NSDD contemplated, as you said, a 
shift in the policy that would have us favor Iran rather than trying 
to maintain a neutral position. It talked about the desirability of 
an opening to Iran. 

It talked about a time after Khomeini was no longer leading the 
country, and it talked about numbers of ways in which this might 
be done. 

And I put in first that comment that I have just read at your 
request, and then later on a memorandum, a somewhat more 
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formal memorandum back constituting the comments of mine that 
had been requested and- 

Mr. Eggleston. I think—excuse me sir—I think your formal 
memorandum response is in there as exhibit 5. 

Secretary Weinberger. Five i* it? All right, sir. Yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. Could you just describe for us specifically what 
you thought was wrong about this NSDD? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, the fact that it provided or it dis¬ 
cussed the possibility of sending arms to Iran at a time when our 
efforts were being made all around the world to try to prevent 
other nations from shipping arms to Iran. I think I said in my re¬ 
sponse here that under no circumstances should we now ease our 
restrictions on sales to Iran, attempting to cut off arms while re¬ 
maining neutral on sales to either belligerent—is one of the few 
ways we have to protect our longer range interests in both Iran 
and Iraq. A public—a policy reversal would be seen as inexplicably 
inconsistent by those nations whom we have urged to refrain from 
such sales and would likely lead to increased arms sales by them 
and a possible alteration of the strategic balance in favor of Iran 
while Khomeini is still the controlling influencer-There were other 
reasons, of course, too. 

I didn't think that the assumptions on which the proposed NSDD 
were based were in any way valid. I didn’t think there were any 
moderates still alive in Iran, and I thought that it would be not 
possible to work out an arrangement with the present government 
there, and I still think that is correct. 

Mr. Eggleston. I take it then, Mr. Secretary, that you rejected 
both the assumptions and conclusions out of this draft NSDD? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. Your response, then, was to send that memoran¬ 
dum, which is exhibit 5, to the National Security Adviser, is that 
correct? 

Secretary Weinberger. That is correct. 

Mr. Eggleston. Did you discuss this NSDD with Secretary 
Shultz at or about the time that you saw it? 

Secretary Weinberger. Very likely, yes. We meet regularly, and 
I think that I did express a rather pungent opinion about it, yes. 

Mr. Eggi^eston. And at that time, did he share your view ns you 
recall? 

Secretary Weinberger. It seemed to me that he did completely, 
and that was obviously borne out later. 

Mr. Eggleston. Mr. Secretary, do you recall that in or about 
early August of 1985, at a time that the President was recuperat¬ 
ing from surgery, that there was a meeting in the White House? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

M:\ Eggleston. Do you recall where that meeting took place? 

Secretary Weinberger. That was upstairs in the residence, I be¬ 
lieve, at the end of the long hall. 

Mr. Eggleston. We have heard testimony from other witnesses 
about that particular meeting, and I would just like your recollec¬ 
tion of the subject of that meeting. 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, the subject of the meeting seemed 
to me essentially to revolve around whether or not the general con¬ 
clusions stated in the draft NSDD, which I had objected to, should 
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be adopted, whether that NSDD should be put into effect and that 
policy put into effect, and that was the general subject of the meet¬ 
ing. 

Mr. Eggleston. As you had indicated, the NSDD itself makes 
reference to selling arms to Iran as part of the method of develop¬ 
ing a relationship. Do you recall that aspect of the NSDD was dis¬ 
cussed? 

Secretary .Weinberger. I believe it was, yes. I don’t have notes 
about it, but my memory is that we went through the whole thing, 
and one of the objections that I raised was this precise point. 

Mr. Eggleston. Do you recall that this meeting arose in the con¬ 
text of a discussion about selling arms in order to help achieve the 
release of the hostages? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, it was one of the arguments ad¬ 
vanced, but not as a major point. The major point at that meeting, 
as I recall it, was this broad general policy change that was being 
suggested in this draft NSDD. I think the hostage thing was men¬ 
tioned as a kind of incidental benefit that might come from a 
better relationship. 

Mr. Eggleston. Was Mr. McFarlane the one who was advocating 
this change? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, that seemed to me to be the case. 

Mr. Eggleston. As of that meeting, I take it you once again ex¬ 
pressed your firm view that it was not a good idea? 

Secretary Weinberger. I did indeed, yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. Do you recall the views of other people who 
were at the meeting? 

Secretary Weinberger. George Shultz made exactly the same 
points with the same general vehemence that I did. 

Mr. Eggleston. Was there anyone that you recall who was in 
favor of this kind of plan? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, it did seem to me Mr. McFarlane 
was in favor of it. 

Mr. Eggleston. Do you recall any discussion of using Israel as a 
method of pursuing an initiative? 

Secretary Weinberger. Not at that time, no. I don’t think any¬ 
thing of that kind came up at that point. 

Mr. Eggleston. Mr. Secretary, I take it that it is your conclusion 
that as of the end of that meeting in the residence, certainly the 
President had not as of that time approved a plan to- 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I certainly didn’t get that impression 
at all. 

Mr. Eggleston. Did you have an impression of what his view 
was of the plan as of that time? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. I felt that the arguments that I had 
made were basically congruent with his views at that time. 

Mr. Eggleston. So by the time at the end of August of 1985, it 
was your view that this proposal in this NSDD had essentially 
dead? 

Secretary Weinberger. I thought the whole thing had gone 
away, yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. We will hear more about that. 

Secretary Weinberger. Unfortunately, yes. 
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Mr. Eggleston. We now know in late August and early Septem¬ 
ber of 1985 there was a transaction which involved Israel sending 
approximately 508 TOWs to Iran, and shortly thereafter there was 
a release of a hostage. At or about the time that occurred, were 
you aware of that? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I was not. 

Mr. Eggleston. Did you have any knowledge that release of the 
hostage was related to the transfer of weapons to Iran? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I don’t and I still don’t know wheth¬ 
er it was. 

Mr. Eggleston. Excuse me, sir. 

Secretary Weinberger. I said I did not then and I still don’t 
know whether there was any connection. 

Mr. Eggleston. Let me ask you about the time period in the fall 
’85. Did you during that time period receive an intelligence report 
that related to negotiations between American officials and Irani¬ 
ans? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. I received an intelligence report 
which gave rather muddled and puzzling, ambiguous references to 
negotiations going on between high U.S. officials, as I think it was 
phrased, and Iranian representatives. 

It also seemed to involve some discussions of potential arms sales 
or arms sales that were about to be made, things of that kind. 

Mr. Eggleston. Do you recall whether it made any reference to 
the hostages? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I don’t believe that they were men¬ 
tioned. They could have been. This was a series of intelligence re¬ 
ports and they were garbled and sometimes tried to use other lan¬ 
guage to refer to hostages or to refer to weapons, things of that 
kind. 

I think there could well have been references to hostages but the 
whole gist of it was that American officials were negotiating and 
discussing matters involving arms with the Iranian representa¬ 
tives. 

Mr. Eggleston. As the Secretary of Defense, were you surprised 
to receive an intelligence report that seemed to indicate that Amer¬ 
ican officials were negotiating about weapons with Iranians? 

Secretary Weinberger. Indeed I was, yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. When you first got the report, did you take any 
steps to follow up and see where the report had come from- 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. —And why you didn’t know more about it? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. What did you do? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I talked with the Agency which 
was furnishing those reports, that had furnished those particular 
reports that I saw, did that through General Powell, who was my 
military assistant at the time, and the first report came back to the 
effect that this was a mistake, that we weren’t on the distribution 
list and we weren’t supposed to have this report. 

Mr. Eggleston. Was this an agency which was within the De¬ 
partment of Defense? 

Secretary Weinberger. It was indeed, yes. 
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Mr. Eggleston. And this agency reported back to the Secretary 
of Defense that the Secretary was not supposed to have re¬ 
ceived—— 

Secretary Weinberger. That was the first report we received, 
yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. Did you give any advice back to that agency? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, I did. I asked General Powell to 
remind the Agency for whom they were working. 

Mr. Eggleston. As a result of receiving this report and as a 
result of your advice back to the Agency, did you begin to receive 
other reports? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. Then I got a lot more reports and 
found che story continually and increasingly disturbing. 

Mr. Eggleston. Did there come a time when you asked one of 
your assistants to follow up and determine whether or not- 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. I asked Mr. Armitage to try to iden¬ 
tify some of the people who were referred to rather obliquely in 
some of these intelligence reports, find out who they were, and he 
was able to do that. 

Mr. Eggleston. Mr. Armitage has testified in a deposition before 
this committee that he did follow your instructions and that at 
some point he called Lt. Col. North, arranged a lunch with Lt. Col. 
North on December 3d of 1985, and during the course of that 
lunch, Colonel North told him that indeed he was the American of¬ 
ficial who was negotiating with the Iranians. 

I take it that Mr. Armitage reported that back to you? 

Secretary Weinberger. He did, yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. And as a result of that report, did you seek to 
have a meeting scheduled with the other principals? 

Secretary Weinberger. I did. I asked for a Security Council 
meeting or Security Council Planning Group or meeting with some¬ 
body who could tell me what was happening and why it was hap¬ 
pening. 

Mr. Eggleston. In a moment, I am going to ask you about a 
meeting which took place on December 7. Is that the meeting 
which would have resulted from your complaints? 

Secretary Weinberger. I believe it was. It was a meeting which 
fitted the description of the kind I wanted, yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. Let me just ask you: in your exhibit book and I 
don’t really need, I am sure you have seen these before, they are 
exhibits 8, 9, and 10, are three documents. We have received testi¬ 
mony both here in public hearings and also at depositions about 
these three documents. 

Just generally to summarize them, they are documents that were 
prepared by individuals at the Defense Department in late 19- 
excuse me, late November of 1985 and early December of 1985. And 
they relate to various problems with providing missiles, both 
HAWKs and TOWs, to Iranians. 

I think the problems they discussed are problems of leaks, prob¬ 
lems of congressional notification and the first paper, exhibit 8 as 
well on page 2 lists a series of reasons why the policy itself is a bad 
idea. 

Let me ask you: do you recall whether you had asked those docu¬ 
ments to be prepared? 
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Secretary Weinberger. I don’t know that I asked for them specif¬ 
ically, but we have a very fine department and when a meeting is 
called or is scheduled, why a number of people prepare a lot of 
papers that they think will be useful for me. 

And I think in this case in some of them I asked to get some 
kind of background on what was happening and what might be dis¬ 
cussed at the meeting and these papers were prepared I think 
either by Mr. Armitage or under his direction to prepare for the 
meeting, and we do this as kind of a standard practice in the De¬ 
partment. 

Mr. Eggleston. And do you recall whether you saw these docu¬ 
ments prior to the meeting on December 7? 

Secretary Weinberger. I don't, but I may very well have. I very 
probably did. I don’t have a specific recollection of it. 

Mr. Eggleston. Some of these documents make a reference to 
specific amounts of weapons, numbers of TOWS, and various 
things. Did those numbers come from you? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, they did not. I can only assume that 
in the preparation of these papers the people who did them had 
talked with someone in the national security staff and had been 
told that these would be the things that they would be interested 
in or alternately some of the national security staff would call 
sometimes from time to time and apparently had called during the 
fall asking questions about specific numbers of weapons and loca¬ 
tions and how long it would take to move them and things of that 
kind. 

I had not known about this, but that is not unusual in the 
normal course. There is a lot of discussion back and forth when se¬ 
curity council people wanted to have some specific facts. 

Mr. Eggleston. The exhibit which is exhibit no. 8 was an exhibit 
used during the testimony of Dr. Gaffney, which was public hear¬ 
ing testimony and he testified that he prepared that sort of Novem¬ 
ber 19-20, around in there. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. The committee has also received testimony that 
on that weekend of November 23 and November 24, there was a 
shipment of 18 HAWK missiles from Israel to Iran. 

This was a paper that was written immediately prior to that 
time. 

Let me just ask you, did you have any knowledge that that trans¬ 
fer was to take place? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I did not. 

Mr. Eggleston. And in addition there are various documents 
which are in evidence before the committee which refer to the Is¬ 
raeli desire and need for replenishment of weapons that the Israe¬ 
lis were sending. 

Do you know that replenishment was an issue? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I have no memory of that. 

Mr. Eggleston. Let me ask you, sir, if you could discuss with us 
and tell us what occurred to the best that you recall at this meet¬ 
ing of December 7—who was there, where it was, and what the 
issues were. 

Secretary Weinberger. I think this meeting was in the White 
House in the Oval Office, I believe, and it could have been upstairs 
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in the residence, I am just not quite sure at the moment, but the 
President was there, the Vice President, the Secretary of State, Mr. 
McFarlane, I believe, was there. And the general discussion was 
now more specific than it had been in August, and it was about a 
specific plan to transfer some weapons to the Iranians and why 
this would produce a good result. 

There was much more discussion of hostages at this time but 
there was also discussion of how important it was to have an open¬ 
ing to Iran. And I made very strong objection to the whole idea as 
did the Secretary of State. 

Mr. Eggleston. Now, do you recall any of the specific objections 
that you made to the plan? 

Secretary Weinberger. Oh, yes. I ran through a whole group and 
raised every point that occurred to me, including the fact that we 
were at the same time asking other countries not to make sales of 
weapons to Iran, that there was no one of any reliability or, indeed, 
any sense with whom we could deal in Iran, in the Government, 
and that we would not have any bargain carried out, that if we 
were trying to help get hostages released, why there would be a 
real worry that the matter could not be held in any way confiden¬ 
tial, that we would be subjected to blackmail, so to speak, by people 
who did know it in Iran and elsewhere, and that we had no inter¬ 
est whatever in helping Iran in any military way, even a minor 
way, and that in every way it was a policy that we should not engage 
in and most likely would not be successful. 

Mr. Eggleston. Secretary Shultz has described your opposition 
at that meeting as quite forceful. Is that a fair characterization? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I am afraid I argue that way about 
almost everything. I am told so, yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. Let me ask you- 

Secretary Weinberger. But I think that is entirely a fair descrip¬ 
tion, perhaps an understatement. 

Mr. Eggleston. Did you make any arguments about the effect of 
this on Operation Staunch? 

Secretary Weinberger. Oh, yes, yes. I pointed out that we 
were—in fact, I think I quite recently returned from a trip in the 
course of which, as I did in all of the countries that I visited where 
we had some idea that the weapons sales might be made or being 
contemplated to Iran, had argued very strongly against it and that 
this would be totally inconsistent with that, and when it was 
known that it would be—make the United States look not very 
credible. 

Mr. Eggleston. So you had personally been involved in Oper¬ 
ation Staunch which is the effort to stem the flow of weapons into 
Iran? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. We all were, yes. That was one of 
the basic assignments. 

Mr. Eggleston. And it was your view this would certainly under¬ 
cut your credibility if we went ahead with the sale. 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, the country's credibility, yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. Did you argue about what effect this might have 
on our allies in the area? 
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Secretary Weinberger. Yes. I thought that it would certainly 
cause a great deal of problems because wa had denied weapons to 
Jordan, to Saudi Arabia, to a number of other countries in the 
area, we had refused to supply them and if it came out that we 
were supplyhng weapons to Iran, Jordan’s mortal enemy, it would 
be a very damaging thing to us, that Saudi Arabia had a justified 
fear of Iran because of the type of leadership that was prevalent in 
Iran and Iran’s geographical position and that this would hurt us 
with countries .with whom we needed to have friendly relation¬ 
ships. 

Mr. Eggleston. A moment ago, you indicated that one of the ar¬ 
guments that you had made was the possibility that the United 
States would be blackmailed. What did you mean by that? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, that people would say, unless you 
do thus and so forth or unless you continue to send us more weap¬ 
ons or unless you take various policy positions, we will take steps 
to have this matter become public and that that would put us in an 
extremely difficult position that we were subjecting ourselves to 
that by, or would be, if we engaged in a policy of this kind. 

Mr. Eggleston. Do you recall making a legal argument as well? 

Secretary Weinberger. Oh, I am sure I raised various legal 
points that some of the ways in which it would be done would not 
be legal, that is to say, first of all, we had full embargo against 
Iran at that time, I think still do, with respect to arms, that if we— 
any other—any country to whom we sold arms were under the 
same rules. 

First of all, they had to agree they wouldn’t re-export to anybody 
else and, secondly, they had to agree they would only be used for 
defensive purposes, self-defense purposes and that there was no 
way in which this kind of a transfer could be made if that particu¬ 
lar act governed. 

Mr. Eggleston. So your legal analysis led you to conclude you 
could not sell directly from the Department of Defense to- 

Secretary Weinberger. Not under the Arms Export Control Act. 

Mr. Eggleston You couldn’t do it to Iran and you also couldn’t 
do it through Israel? 

Secretary Weinberger. You couldn’t do it through any other 
country because you would have a situation in which the required 
certificates would not be possible, that is, they were self-defense 
only or would only be re-exported with our permission if you used 
the Arms Export Control Act. 

Mr. Eggleston. Do you recall who at the meeting, if anyone, was 
in favor of going ahead with this proposal? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I still had the impression that Mr. 
McFarlane was—favored the transaction and I don’t know of any¬ 
body else who was specifically in favor of it. 

Mr. Eggleston. Do you recall what the President’s reaction was? 

Secretary Weinberger. My impression of the President’s reac¬ 
tion was that he was against it and had come down—had decided 
not to do it. In fact, when I got back to the Department, I told Gen¬ 
eral Powell I believe this baby had been strangled in its cradle, 
that it was finished. That was the strong impression I had from his 
comments. 
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As I remember, he indicated again a desire, which everyone 
shared, to have—first of all, a feeling that Iran was strategically 
located and a geographically important country, that we had had a 
good relationship with it under the Shah, that it would be very 
helpful to have that again, but we couldn’t get it with this present 
government and that that was unfortunately we couldn’t, there¬ 
fore, have much hope of getting the hostages back, which the Presi¬ 
dent was very concerned, of course, about the hostages. 

He is a very compassionate, humane man and that was a source 
of great distress to him. But my strong impression was at the end 
of this meeting that the conclusion had been reached that we 
couldn’t do this. 

Mr. Eggleston. Mr. Secretary, let me just ask you about wheth¬ 
er a couple of things were discussed to your recollection at this 
meeting. Was the November 1985 HAWK shipment discussed? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I don’t believe so. I didn’t know 
about that at that time, didn’t know about it until much later. 

Mr. Eggleston. You think if it had been discussed, you would re¬ 
member it? 

Secretary Weinberger. I think so, yes. I am not entirely sure. 
My memory is not as good as I hoped it once was, but I don't have 
any memory of that at this point. 

Mr. Eggleston. And the other matter we have heard from Admi¬ 
ral Poindexter on or about December 5, 1985, the President had 
signed a Finding with regard to that November shipment, which 
would have been just 2 days before this meeting. Was there any 
discussion of that at this meeting? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. 

Mr. Eggleston. Mr. McFarlane, in testifying about this meeting, 
in front of this committee about this meeting, testified that after 
the meeting there was a decision about him going to meet Ghor- 
banifar in London. Do you recall that being discussed at the meet¬ 
ing? 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t, no. I have read since a great deal 
about it but I don’t have any memory at that meeting that was dis¬ 
cussed. 

Mr. Eggleston. And Mr. McFarlane has also testified indeed he 
did go the next day or so, met with Ghorbanifar and came back, 
there was an additional meeting on December 10 where he report¬ 
ed to the President on his meeting, his disappointing meeting with 
Mr. Ghorbanifar. Do you recall whether you were at that meeting? 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t recall that. I may have been. I 
don’t have any specific memory of it. Mr. McFarlane met with the 
President every day several times a day, and the meetings that we 
have been discussing that I did attend were larger meetings and 
called in advance and so on. It is conceivable, but I just don’t have 
a memory of it at the moment. 

Mr. Eggleston. So, sir, by December of 1985, to your mind, this 
issue had been raised twice, once in August of 1985, summer of 
1985, and again in December of 1985, and you thought that at each 
time you had strangled the baby in its candle? 

Secretary Weinbebger. We thought the arguments against it had 
prevailed and that that was the end of it. 
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Mr. Eggleston. Let me move you to the meeting on January 7, 
then, where this issue reappears. Did you know in advance that 
this meeting on January 7 was going to deal once again with the 
Iranian initiative? 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t know whether I did or not. I don’t 
think I did. There was a meeting called, it was in the Oval Office, I 
believe, and I don’t know that we had any kind of advance indica¬ 
tion of what the subject was. 

Mr. Eggleston. Do you recall that the discussion at that meeting 
was once again the Iranian Initiative? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, it was a replay really of the whole 
thing, and, again, I made the same arguments with increasing 
force, but apparently less persuasion, and George Shultz did the 
same thing. 

Mr. Eggleston. Had the views of the other people who attended 
the meeting changed by January 7? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, the President seemed to have had a 
different view by this time, to me. I reached the conclusion at the 
end of the meeting that the President now favored the plan. 

Mr. Eggleston. And Secretary Shultz and yourself were still ar¬ 
guing vehemently against the plan. 

Secretary Weinberger. Oh, yes, we were indeed. 

Mr. Eggleston. Mr. Casey was at the meeting? 

Secretary Weinberger. Mr. Casey was in several of the meet¬ 
ings. Mr. McMahon represented him once or twice. I believe Mr. 
Casey was at this meeting in January. 

Mr. Eggleston. Do you recall what his view was? 

Secretary Weinberger. He seemed to feel that there would be an 
intelligence gain from the operation if it succeeded. 

Mr. Eggleston. You indicated that at the December 7 meeting 
you had made a very strong legal objection- 

Secretary Weinberger. Among others. It was simply one of the 
many points I was urging, and it was directed entirely at the Arms 
Export Control Act. 

Mr. Eggleston. It would seem—was there any discussion of your 
legal objections at this meeting on January 7? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. In January, the Attorney General 
was present and gave the President an opinion that there were 
other ways, other procedures under which the transfers, if the 
President so concluded, that he wanted to do, could be used, that 
we didn’t have to use the Arms Export Control Act, that there 
were earlier opinions and that the Attorney General concurred in 
those, that there were ways this could be done, and you didn’t have 
to use the specific statutes. 

Mr. Eggleston. Do you recall if the Attorney General at that 
time gave an indication about what those alternative ways were? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, he didn’t. He simply advised the 
President there were other ways this could be done and that the 
objections that were raised about the Arms Export Control Act 
were indeed valid but that that sict did not have to be used. 

The President, I think he spoke of the President’s inherent 
powers as Commander in Chief, the President’s ability to conduct 
foreign policy, and I am not sure whether he referred to an earlier 
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opinion that his predecessor, William French Smith, had given, but 
I believe that there was a reference to that. 

Mr. Eggleston. That earlier opinion makes reference to a trans¬ 
fer, under the Economy Act, from the Department of Defense to 
the CIA and then pursuing that by a covert action Finding. Did 
you know that as of that time? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. That degree of specificity wasn\ 
there, but the point was made that, and I had not seen the earlier 
opinion of the Attorney General predecessor at that time. That’s 
just that the point made to the President that, Mr. President, if 
you decide you want to do this, you can do it, and you don’t have to 
use the Arms Export Control Act, there are other ways it can be 
done. 

Mr. Eggleston. Do you know why it was that the President’s po¬ 
sition on this issue had changed over the month? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Eggleston. Was there any discussion about factors or things 
that had changed? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. The meeting, as I said, in January 
seemed to be very much a rerun of the December meeting with the 
exception that I noted. That is to say, I made the same points, 
George Shultz made the same points. Bill Casey felt that there 
would be an intelligence gain, and there was also talk of the hos¬ 
tages as one of the motivating factors, but not the motivating 
factor, but the responses of the President seemed to me to indicate 
that he had changed his view and now had decided he wanted to do 
this. 

Mr. Eggleston. As of the meeting or the close of the meeting on 
January 7, was it your impression—let me ask it this way—was a 
decision actually made at the January 7 meeting? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. 

Mr. Eggleston. It was your impression- 

Secretary Weinberger. At least there was no announcement of 
any decision, there was no formal issuance of any order, anything 
of that kind. 

Mr. Eggleston. So you felt the President was leaning toward 
going forward? 

Secretary Weinberger. I felt he pretty well decided, yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. But he had not actually made a decision? 

Secretary Weinberger. That is correct, sir, yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. Between January 7 and January 17, there are a 
series of PROF notes to which I would like to direct your attention, 
they are exhibits 16 and 17 in your exhibit book, which indicate 
that you continued to object to this program. 

If I could ask you to look at exhibit no. 16 first, it is at the 
bottom of the page, and I will just read it. 

Secretary Weinberger. Reproduction leaves a little bit to be de¬ 
sired here, but I think I can read it. 

Mr. Eggleston. It does, and so I will just read it. 

It reads: “In accordance”—IAW—“in accordance with your direc¬ 
tion, met with Casey last night after Weinberger’s speech at Fort 
McNair.” This is a PROF note, dated January 15 of 1986. “Casey 
then tried to contact Cap,” which I understand is you, Mr. Secre¬ 
tary, “but he had already departed. Casey has called urging that 
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you convene a meeting with he and Cap ASAP so that we can 
move on. Casey’s views is that Cap will continue to create road¬ 
blocks.” 

If you turn to exhibit 17, it is really a continuation, I will just 
read from the top of it: “Casey believes that Cap will continue to 
create roadbloacks until he is told by you that the President wants 
this to move now,” and the “now” is in caps, “and that Cap will 
have to make it work. Casey points out that we have now gone 
through three different methodologies in an effort to satisfy Cap’s 
concerns and that no matter what we do, there is always a new ob¬ 
jection. As far as Casey is concerned, our earlier method of having 
Copp,” which is a code name for General Secord, “deal directly with 
the DOD as a purchasing agent was fine. He did not see any par¬ 
ticular problem with making Copp an agent for the CIA in this en¬ 
deavor, but he is concerned that Cap will find some new objection 
unless he is told to proceed.” 

That is also a PROF note on January 15. Do you recall that 
during that time period you were continuing to put up vigorous ob¬ 
jections to this? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, our—I was within the Department 
and I imagine the departmental people, General Powell, Richard 
Armitage, people who were familiar with it were probably relaying 
these, these objections, yes, and I would assume that, I hadn’t seen 
this note before issued to me in preparation for the hearings, but I 
would assume that we were continuing to raise the points about 
the Arms Export Control Act, and a lot of the undesirable policy 
aspects of it as it appeared. 

Up to that time, we had not received any Presidential decision. 
We just had continual requests to start doing something along this 
line. 

Mr. Eggleston. You don’t recall any direct dealings with Admi¬ 
ral Poindexter or Director Casey or Colonel North on this issue 
during that time period? 

Secretary Weinberger. During that time period? 

Mr. Eggleston. During this period between January 7 to Janu- 
ary 17? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I can’t remember which day it was, 
but right around about that time, perhaps the 17th, Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter telephoned~and said the President had decided against the 
arguments I was making in favor of making these shipments, and 
that a certain number of TOW missiles were to be transferred to 
the CIA, and that there was a desire to move on it rapidly; some 
additional talk of hostages and things of that kind, and I passed 
this on to General Powell. 

Mr. Eggleston. Just so that the record is clear: who was General 
Powell at that time? 

Secretary Weinberger. General Powell is my military assistant, 
but he left very shortly thereafter for his assignment in Germany. 

Mr. Eggleston. And you have made reference to Mr. Armitage. 
What was his position? 

Secretary Weinberger. He was Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for International Security Affairs. 

Mr. Eggleston. Mr. Secretary, there has been some testimony 
about a meeting which took place late in the afternoon of January 
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16, and there's some testimony that you, among others, were 
present—Mr. Sporkin, who was the general counsel to the CIA, and 
others. And there was a discussion about a Finding. Do you recall 
being at that meeting? 

Secretary Weinberger. You know, I really don’t. I have been 
asked about this before in depositions, and I have no memory of 
having been present at that meeting. 

I understand there are some people who think I was present, but 
I don’t remember it. I don’t know that I know Mr. Sporkin, and I 
don’t have any memory of having been there. 

Mr. Eggleston. Mr. Shultz has testified about a family group 
luncheon on January 17, which would have been a Friday. 

Secretary Weinberger. Friday, yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. And he seems to recall there was some discus¬ 
sion of this initiative at that meeting. Do you recall that? 

Secretary Weinberger. We have those meetings quite regularly, 
Fridays and other days when we are all together in the White 
House, and I don’t have any specific memory of that meeting. 

All the people who were at that luncheon would have been famil¬ 
iar with the meetings that we had had before, had been present at 
the December, the January meetings, so that it’s possible that was 
a subject. I don’t—didn’t have any, there are no minutes of that 
that I know of. They were just very informal lunches. 

Mr. Eggleston. So between the time of the January 7 meeting 
and the time you received this phone call you have described from 
Admiral Poindexter, you don’t recall any other meetings that were 
called to discuss this initiative? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I don’t. I think there was probably 
discussion within the Department and perhaps some inquiries 
coming over from NSC staff asking more specific questions about 
weapons and things of that kind, but we did not proceed nor do 
anything, and there were no other White House meetings that I 
recall. 

Mr. Eggleston. When Admiral Poindexter called you, I think 
you said about January 17 or 18 or so, do you recall whether you 
objected at that time? 

Secretary Weinberger. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. What did he respond? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, he said the President has decided 
this and there’s no more room for argument, something along that 
line. 

Mr. Eggleston. Did you take any steps or make any effort to 
contact the President directly? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. I accepted Admiral Poindexter’s 
word. 

Mr. Eggleston. I really wasn’t asking so much about whether it 
was truthful or not, but did you make any attempt to go back and 
re-argue the order? 

Secretary Weinberger. I had made all the—no, I did not. I had 
made all the arguments I could think of at the two meetings, and 
having been told in very flat, uncompromising terms that the 
President had decided, and that they were anxious to have the 
order carried out, I did not. 
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Mr. Eggleston. Did you know that the President had signed a 
Finding on January 17? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I did not. 

Mr. Eggleston. Did you understand by that time that this mech¬ 
anism of the Economy Act followed by a CIA transfer had been 
worked out as the legal way to proceed? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I knew that the direction was to 
transfer to the CIA, and my instructions, in discussions with Gen¬ 
eral Powell, were to the effect that it should be under the Economy 
Act. by which I meant the Department of Defense would have to be 
fully reimbursed by the CIA for any transfer we made to them. 

We have done this in other matters in the past, transferred to 
various agencies, CIA usually, and some others, on an Economy 
Act or reimbursable basis, and I said that was to be the way in 
which we did this. 

Mr. Eggleston. You, though, were the person who had seemed 
to be making most of the legal arguments to the method by which 
these weapons would get from the United States to Iran. 

As of the time you received the phone call from Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter, did you have any understanding about how those legal 
problems had been surmounted? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, but there is no legal problem—the 
Department of Defense transferring weapons to the CIA. That, as I 
say, was a familiar procedure and was covered by the various acts, 
including the Economy Act. 

Mr Eggleston. But you didn’t know what legal authority exist¬ 
ed for the CIA- 

Secretary Weinberger. No. I had heard the Attorney General 
give the President his straight opinion that this could be done, and 
1 presume I assumed that the transfer to the CIA, followed by 
whatever action they might take, was one of the routes he was 
talking about. 

Mr Eggleston. What did you do in response to the call from 
Poindexter? 

Secretary Weinberger. I talked to General Powell and said we 
will have to go through with this, the President has ordered it, and 
all of these preliminary discussions we have had about numbers 
and all, we will just have to move and ask the location of the weap¬ 
ons, did we have them, and told him that we would now have to 
carry it out. 

Mr. Eggleston. Do you recall that Admiral Poindexter, in that 
telephone conversation, indicated that you should make 4,000 
TOWs available to the CIA? 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t think he was that specific. I think 
he said that we will get the details over to you or over to General 
Powell, but we do have to move on it and we have to move quickly, 
and the President has made a firm decision on it. 

Mr. Eggleston. Did there come a time when you learned how 
many TOWs they were talking about? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. They ultimately talked about I 
think, 4,000, and somewhat later I was told that it had moved up to 
4500. We did not ever send that many. 

Mr. Eggleston. You did not send 4,500? 
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Secretary Weinberger. No, we sent, I think, approximately 2000 
in three or four increments, I believe. 

Mr. Eggleston. Did —you had indicated that your original indi¬ 
cation was that you were send or make 4000 available, and subse¬ 
quently it raised to 4500. Did you know the reason the number had 
been raised to 4500? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, and we didn’t ever, as I say, we 
never sent that many. 

Mr. Eggleston. You did not know then, or did not understand, 
that the reason that the amount had been raised was to account 
for the replenishment of the missiles that had been sent by 
Israel- 

Secretary Weinberger. Not at that time, no. Understand, Mr. 
Eggleston, that in the course of reading and hearing about this 
over the course of the months, a very large amount of additional 
information has been made public and come to my attention and 
that I have heard about. It is very hard to sort out what I knew 
when, at any particular time, but I am quite sure I did not know 
about that at that time 

Mr. Eggleston. Mi. Secretary, let me just quickly go through a 
number of events v/hich took place then between January of 1986 
and November of 1986. I just want to know the state of your knowl¬ 
edge about each of these events. 

You had indicated that you did not know that a Finding had 
been signed on or about January 17th. When did you first learn 
there was a Finding? 

Secretary Weinberger. In November of ’86. 

Mr. Eggleston. Between January and November, you were not 
aware that there was a Finding at all? 

Secretary Weinberger. That is correct. 

Mr. Eggleston. Did you have any understanding about the legal 
method by which the CIA was transferring the weapons? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I didn’t know how the CIA was get¬ 
ting them over. That information was never conveyed. Our assign¬ 
ment, our responsibility, was to transfer to the CIA, and we did 
that. 

Mr. Eggleston. Secondly, in mid-February of 1986, the Depart¬ 
ment of Defense transferred the first batch of TOWs to the CIA, it 
was a batch of 1000. Did you know that that was happening at that 
time? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. In late May of- 

Secretary Weinberger. It was all part of this original assign¬ 
ment and discussion, and as these transactions were carried out at 
various stages that they would be moved to CIA—would be picked 
up by the CIA, this would be reported to me in the normal course 
by the military assistant. 

Mr. Eggleston. Let me ask you the next question was—did you 
also know that they were then shipped within several days after 
that by the CIA through various- 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I did not know that, but I knew that 
was the thrust of the President’s order. 

Mr. Eggleston. You assumed that that was what was going to 
happen? 
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Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. In late May of 1986, Mr. McFarlane, with others, 
made a trip to Tehran. In advance of the trip, did you know that 
he was going? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I did not. 

Mr. Eggleston. Did you know—were you advised after the trip 
that he had gone? 

Secretary Weinberger. I still started picking up a considerable 
amount of my information about this from sources other than the 
United States. 

Mr. Eggleston. Do you recall when you First learned from some¬ 
one, a U.S. official, that he had gone? 

Secretary Weinberger. I think probably sometime after he re¬ 
turned. 

Mr. Eggleston. Were you briefed on his trip? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, not specifically. We would from time 
to time during this period get requests from the NSC to have evac¬ 
uation teams ready, debriefing teams, medical teams on the theory 
that some hostages were about to come out, and we would arrange 
to have this ready, but for the most part this never happened. 

Mr. Eggleston. Were you aware that Mr. McFarlane had taken 
HAWK missile spare parts with him on the plane? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I didn't have any memory of that or 
any knowledge of that until later when the various aspects of this 
started to come out. 

Mr. Eggleston. In the fall, late summer, fall of 1986, there was a 
development, an opening of what has been called the second chan¬ 
nel. Did you know that that had taken place? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. 

Mr. Eggleston. In late October of 1986, there was a shipment of 
500 TOWs in connection with the release of a hostage. Did you 
know- 

Secretary Weinberger. That was part of the original direction, 
so to speak, and was still within the so-called 4000 that we had 
been told would be sent and were part of the President’s order, and 
I assume, I don’t have a specific memory now, but I assume that I 
was told that this other order had gone under that same set of con¬ 
ditions that we were delivering the first group. 

Mr. Eggleston. Mr. Secretary, you have testified about various 
meetings that you had as this initiative was developed leading up 
to the Finding, although you didn’t know about it, leading up to 
the Finding on January 17th of 1986. Were there any meetings 
among this similar group of people after that time where there was 
any discussion about whether it was time to close down the oper¬ 
ation, whether it was time to stop- 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I made the point repeatedly to Admi¬ 
ral Poindexter, who by that time had taken over, that I thought it 
wasn’t working and that I also thought it was an extremely bad 
way to go about anything to transfer the arms and sort of hope for 
the best. I thir.k I told him that I preferred using the equivalent of 
an escrow or a title company, and if we didn’t have that, then I 
told him that I thought that there should not be anything more 
done until all the hostages were returned to the United States un- 
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harmed, since that seemed to be what the thrust of it was becom¬ 
ing. 

He promised two or three times that that would be the case. But 
that later, when I asked him about it again, many times he would 
just say he was unable to keep that promise. 

Mr. Eggleston. You don’t recall, though, a meeting with this 
similar or same group of people to discuss whether or not the time 
had come to stop the initiative? 

Secretary Weinberger. Not a meeting of the same group, no. 

Mr. Eggleston. Did you ever talk to the President directly about 
whether or not the initiative should be stopped? 

Secretary Weinberger. I talked to Mr. Poindexter so many 
times, and I don’t remember whether the President was present at 
some of those meetings or not. I think he may very well have been, 
but I am not sure of that. But the continued objection was made all 
through that year with repeated—my repeatedly calling attention 
to the fact that it wasn’t working, we were getting the usual vio¬ 
lent anti-American statements out of Iran, nothing was happening, 
we weren't getting any hostages, nothing was working, and it 
should be stopped. I don't recall whether the President was present 
~ at any of those specific times or not, but there were many of those 
types of discussions I had with Admiral Poindexter. 

Mr. Eggleston. Mr. Secretary, let me ask you to direct your at¬ 
tention to exhibit 20 in your exhibit book. 

Secretary Weinberger. Twenty. 

Mr. Eggleston. Mr. Secretary, you would not have seen this doc¬ 
ument, I take it, contemporaneously? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. 

Mr. Eggleston. It is the cover memo to the January 17th Find¬ 
ing. I want to ask you about a particular line in it- 

Secretary Weinberger. This is a memorandum that you are 
showing me or directing my attention to from Admiral Poindexter 
to the President? 

Mr. Eggleston. Yes, sir. It is dated January 17th. The back page 
of this document contains the January 17th Finding with the Presi¬ 
dent’s signature on it and is also dated January 17th. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. There is, however, a page before 
that on which the President’s initials are put on, but not in his 
handwriting. 

Mr. Eggleston. That is correct. I think in the last sentence it 
indicates that the President was briefed verbally by Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter. If you could return to the very first page, there is just one 
line of this that I wanted to ask you about. 

Secretary Weinberger. Right. 

Mr. Eggleston. It is about half way down the very first para¬ 
graph, and it reads as follows: “The Israelis are very concerned 
that Iran’s deteriorating position in the war with Iraq”—I really 
just want to ask you, it wasn’t a complete sentence, I just want ask 
you about that concept. Was it the view of the Department of De¬ 
fense that Iran had a deteriorating position in the war with Iraq? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, quite to the contrary, it wasn’t—that 
wasn’t the opinion—it wasn’t my opinion and it wasn’t anybody's 
opinion that I talked to. 



150 


Mr. Eggleston. Were you consulted during this time period 
about whether or not the relative positions of the Iranians and the 
Iraqis in the war? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. 

Mr. Eggleston. Do you know whether the President was advised 
that there was a contrary view to the one that is expressed in this 
cover memo? 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t know that. I never saw this 
memorandum to the President, never had a chance to respond to it, 
but I certainly did not have the view that Iraq was winning or any¬ 
thing of the kind. Quite the contrary. As a matter of fact, it was 
basically Iraqi military strategy not to pursue any kind of decisive 
military end to that. 

They had been trying to get a cease fire and trying to get the 
war ended by negotiation. They have specifically eschewed the idea 
of a military victory as far as I can tell. 

Mr. Eggleston. So if you had been consulted at that time, you 
would have advised the President that you disagreed with that Is¬ 
raeli view? 

Secretary Weinberger. In the strongest possible terms. 

Mr. Eggleston. To the extent that the President relied upon 
that concept and decided to go forward, that in your view was 
simply an erroneous assumption on their part? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. Mr. Secretary, if you could look at exhibit 22. 

Secretary Weinberger. Twenty-two. 

Mr. Eggleston.— the very first page of this document reflects— 
says, “Paul, put this with the Finding.” And it is signed “J.P.” 

What follows is a two-page document: first a memorandum from 
your military assistant, Mr. Powell, to Admiral Poindexter; and 
behind it is a memorandum to General Powell from Arthur Brown, 
who was the Director of the Army Staff. This document deals with 
the Army’s concerns over Congressional notification as a result of 
the transfer of a thousand TOWs from the Army to the CIA. Do 
you recall this incident? 

Secretary Weinberger. Generally, yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. Do you recall being consulted about this? 

Secretary Weinberger. I think General Powell mentioned it to 
me. In the normal course, he probably would have. I don't have 
specific memory of it, but I assume that he probably did talk to me 
about it, but he may not have. I don't have any specific memory of 
it. 

Mr. Eggleston. If you would look at page 2 again, the last sen¬ 
tence says—this is what I am directing you to is the letter from 
General Powell to Admiral Poindexter. The last sentence says, 
“The Secretary asked that I make you aware of the Army’s con¬ 
cerns in the event you wish to advise the DCI,” which would be Mr. 
Casey “or the Attorney General.” 

Secretary Weinberger. That would indicate that he had dis¬ 
cussed it with me, as I am sure he did. 

Mr. Eggleston. Do you recall in the January timeframe any dis¬ 
cussion about delaying notification to Congress? 

Secretary Weinberger. In the discussions of the—-that were in 
the Oval Office meeting, there were points made two or three times 
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that while notification would be made, would have to be made to 
the Congress under any procedure, it was not necessary to make 
the notification contemporaneously with the event. 

Mr. Eggleston. That was an opinion that the Attorney General 
was giving? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, I believe so, and I think others 
made that point, too. 

Mr. Eggleston. This memorandum at least is an indication from 
you to Admiral Poindexter that the Army at least was concerned 
that notification had not been given? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, and we passed that on to Admiral 
Poindexter. 

Mr. Eggleston. Do you recall whether you received any response 
from Admiral Poindexter to this? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I don't. I don’t have any memory 
that he responded. 

Mr. Eggleston. Do you recall any discussion throughout this 
time period that now the time had come to notify Congress. 

Secretary Weinberger. Not that we made. Our transfers to the 
CIA did not require any notification. Everybody was agreed on 
that. They were in the normal course, so to speak, as long as they 
were under the Economy Act and reimbursible, and to the best of 
my knowledge, the conclusion was that that kind of transfer did 
not require notification. 

But there was discussion at the—certainly at the January meet¬ 
ing, perhaps at the December meeting, that notifications would 
have to be given and again this point that I have made that they 
could be done at later times. 

Mr. Eggleston. But you don't recall any later time where the 
issue came up where there was a discussion that now that later 
time had arrived and it is time to notify Congress until November 
of 1986? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, in November, yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. Mr. Secretary, let me direct your attention to 
the summer of 1985. Do you remember at that time having a con¬ 
versation with Admiral Crowe, who was then chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. He inquired about the details of the 
matter, and I told him all that we knew about it, which was simply 
the points that I have made. That the direction had come to make 
the transfer and that we were transferring it in accordance with 
the direction. 

Mr. Eggleston. He had not been advised or brought into the 
circle at the beginning, I take it? 

Secretary Weinberger. That is correct. 

Mr. Eggleston. Was he angry or concerned that- 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I think he just was anxious to have 
all the facts that he could get because he had heard about it from 
some members of his staff. 

Mr. Eggleston. Did he make any concern or statement to you 
that he was concerned that there may not have been a sufficient 
analysis of the military impact of this initiative? 

Secretary Weinberger. Not that point, no. I think he raised the 
same policy points that I had previously raised, arguments that I 
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had made that had been rejected, and I found we were obviously in 
full agreement. 

Mr. Eggleston. So you indicated to him that you had opposed 
the policy but the policy went ahead? 

Secretary Weinberger. Oh yes, yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. How were you able to explain to him why it was 
that he was not brought in at the time? 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t know that I attempted to explain 
that or that anything—it was necessary to explain that. This was a 
decision by the Commander in Chief to carry out a very specific set 
of instructions and consultation with others below the Commander 
in Chiefs level would not have perhaps been very fruitful. 

Mr. Eggleston. Mr. Secretary, the next area I am going to turn 
to is the area of November and December of 1986. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. Before I do that, I just want to ask you one sort 
of short series of questions about the Contras. The question that I 
would like to ask you relates to funding for the Contras. 

Do you recall, or maybe you are aware, that there is testimony 
before the committee by Mr. McFarlane that Country Number 
Two—and I think you might have a country list in front of you. 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t have a country list before me, but 
whatever country it is, it is perfectly all right. Go ahead. 

Mr. Eggleston. As I go on, you may figure it out. Mr. McFarlane 
testified that in the spring of 1985, maybe the country list is 
coming, there was a large contribution from Country Number Two. 
You were asked in your deposition whether you were aware at or 
about that time of the contribution. 

Do you recall being aware? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. I was not aware. 

Mr. Eggleston. Let me just ask you, and I think you were shown 
this at the deposition, if you would turn to exhibit 39- 

Secretary Weinberger. Thirty-nine, yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. It is exhibit 39. It is a memorandum for the 
record by John McMahon. It is dated March 15, 1985, and on the 
second page at paragraph 7 it refers to a meeting that you had 
with the Director Casey at or about that time. It indicates, “Ques¬ 
tion of the support to the Contras came up.” This is reporting on a 
meeting that had taken place between yourself and Director Casey. 

The very last line reads, “In closing, the Sec. Def.—’’—meaning 
the Secretary of Defense—“stated that he had heard that”—I will 
tell you what is under there is an official of Country Two—“had 
earmarked $25 million for the Contras in $5 million increments.” 
Do you have any recollection of seeing- 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t really. These were regular break¬ 
fast meetings that I had every week with the Director of CIA and 
we—they were very free-form discussions and meetings. The Direc¬ 
tor and his Deputy and Mr. Taft and I went to these breakfasts 
every week and there was a lot of discussion back and forth and 
reports passed on and this statement that I had heard that, I don’t 
remember saying it, but I did frequently joke with Mr. Casey to the 
effect that I frequently picked up things from his rival intelligence 
agency, which was one of the morning radio stations, and I may 
have very well simply been passing on that kind of report. 
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I don’t have any specific memory of it, but John McMahon is a 
good reporter so he probably heard this statement made. 

Mr. Eggleston. John McMahon at the time was Deputy Director 
of Central Intelligence- 

Secretary Weinberger. He was indeed, yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. But you don’t have any recollection of being ad¬ 
vised by Mr. McFarlane or- 

Secretary Weinberger. No. 

Mr. Eggleston. —the President or anyone else that there had 
been such a large contribution from Country Two? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. The reason I am quite sure about it 
is that we were all making major efforts at that time to get fund¬ 
ing for the Contras from the Congress, and I think probably many 
of the gentlemen here remember that I made lots of calls in sup¬ 
port of various bills and particularly trying to get the $100 million 
appropriation which ultimately was voted. 

Mr. Eggleston. And without getting into any specifics, Country 
Two is a country with which the Department of Defense had some 
dealings; is that fair? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, we have dealings with a very large 
number of countries. Yes, this was one of those, surely. 

Mr. Eggleston. Let me get back to November of 1986. It is well 
known now there was a leak in early November in the Middle 
Eastern media relating to McFarlane’s trip to Tehran. And that ul¬ 
timately resulted, I take it, in a meeting which you attended on 
November 10, 1986 with the President and others? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. There is a memorandum for the record which 
you prepared which is in your exhibit book as exhibit 28. 

Secretary Weinberger. Twenty-eight, yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. We’ve had testimony from others about this 
meeting, and as a result, I’m going to just direct your attention to 
various specific items that are in your memorandum. 

If you could look sort of at the second half of the second para¬ 
graph. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. —you have stated, “I pointed out we must bear 
in mind we have given the Israelis and the Iranians the opportuni¬ 
ty to blackmail us by reporting selectively bits and pieces of the 
total story. I also pointed out that Congress could and probably 
would hold legislative hearings.” 

Do you recall the context in which you were discussing that? 

Secretary Weinberger. This meeting was the first time at which 
there had been a general exposition and report by Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter of the whole nature of this transaction and series of transac¬ 
tions, and it was called, as you say, when there were beginning to 
be some reports coming out of the Middle East, and these were 
points that were made then at that meeting. 

And the President made the point that even though there were 
these reports coming out, we should be very careful to bear in 
mind that we had been dealing with some people in Iran whom it 
was still hoped by people present at that meeting, but not by me, 
that would—with whom we could form a useful relationship. 
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And the President was very concerned about the fact that these 
contacts that we had in Iran would probably be executed and that 
the hostages might very well be executed as a result of public dis¬ 
cussion of this whole matter, and that I was making the point that 
we were having—we were in a situation in which it was a very un¬ 
fortunate situation to be in, that had been predicted much earlier, 
and that we should get full discussion of that matter out in one 
way or another, and that it was probably, as I recall it, too late to 
worry about whether we were endangering the lives of the contacts 
in Iran. But the President was very worried about that. 

He was also very worried—very properly worried about whether 
or not retaliatory action would be taken against the hostages them¬ 
selves. 

Mr. Eggleston. The sentence which I just read seems to echo 
what you have indicated you argued in December of 1985. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. I have a tendency to repeat myself, 
I'm afraid. 

Mr. Eggleston. It echoes the blackmail concept? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. Again, was it your argument that by this, 
indeed, you were seriously in danger of being blackmailed? 

Secretary Weinberger. That's right, that various demands were 
being made on us and that in order to prevent publicity, there 
might be a temptation to agree to them, and that we shouldn't 
follow that course. 

Mr. Eggleston. The fact, I take it, that the Iranians or the Israe¬ 
lis or whoever could reveal, which the United States would not 
want revealed, is the fact that we had sold missiles in order to get 
the hostages back and whatever? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. You felt that we would be blackmailed as a 
result of that? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. Was it your advice, if you recall, to get the story 
out or to not get the story out? 

Secretary Weinberger. I think the meeting was called to discuss 
a specific proposed statement that was to be issued, I don't remem¬ 
ber whether by the White House or who it was, but it was to be—it 
was a meeting that was called to discuss that statement, and before 
that could be discussed very intelligently, I think George Shultz 
and I both asked to have some kind of statement as to what had 
actually happened, and that was the occasion for Poindexter, Ad¬ 
miral Poindexter giving this full rundown. 

A lot of the discussion revolved around the proposed text of that 
statement, which I don’t have, and I was making a lot of sugges¬ 
tions for changes in that statement. So that basically the decision 
to make a statement about it and to report it publicly had been 
made, and I agreed with that, that there should be that. 

I didn’t agree with a lot of the things in the statement, and we 
were trying to get revisions in the statement. 

Mr. Eggleston. Were you surprised at the recitation of facts? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, I was pretty horrified by it all. 

Mr. Eggleston. Was Secretary Shultz similarly- 
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Secretary Weinberger. He seemed to be, yes. He was particular¬ 
ly concerned, as I remember, that neither of us had known there 
was a Finding until that time. 

Mr. Eggleston. Mr. Secretary, if you could turn to page 2 of this 
document, I want to direct your attention to the top paragraph— 
top full paragraph. It reads: “I reminded John,” Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter, “that he had always told me that there would be no more 
weapons sent to Iran after the first 500 TOWs until after all of the 
hostages were returned, but unfortunately we did send the second 
500 because it seemed the only way to get the hostages out, accord¬ 
ing to Poindexter.” 

Did you have an exchange of words about this? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. This attempts to report correctly 
what happened, and I dictated it after I got back to the office. 

Mr. Eggleston. So it was— I take it, though, you had known, be¬ 
cause you were—you had known, I guess, the missiles, you had 
known that these series of missiles had been transferred without 
the release of the hostages? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. Each time he re-reported that he 
was unable to keep that promise, each time that we talked with 
him before we sent another shipment, and that the direction to 
send them was still in effect. 

Mr. Eggleston. The second paragraph indicates that he had told 
you that the hostage-taking had stopped, and you responded to 
that. What was your response? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, he said there hadn’t been any hos¬ 
tages for a year and I said they took three just a couple of weeks 
ago, or quite recently. 

Mr. Eggleston. Did he have an explanation for that? 

Secretary Weinberger. He said he believed that there were—differ¬ 
ent people had taken those three. I believe I said somewhat causti¬ 
cally that it didn’t make too much difference who actually took 
them—the fact was the hostage-taking hadn’t stopped. 

Mr. Eggleston. Mr. Secretary, let me direct you to the time 
period November 20 to 25 or so of 1986. There has been a lot of 
testimony about the day November 20th. It was a day when Admi¬ 
ral Poindexter, Mr. Casey, the Attorney General and others met to 
review testimony that was going to be given the following day. 

It turns out that there was a dispute that had arisen about the 
testimony, particularly about the November, ’85, HAWK shipment 
and when various people in the U.S. Government may or may not 
have known about it. 

Did you know that that dispute was going on? 

Secretary Weinberger. This was the HAWK shipment? 

Mr. Eggleston. What I am asking about is that there has been 
testimony that on November 20th, a dispute had arisen about what 
people knew about the November, ’85, HAWK shipment. What I’m 
asking you is, did you know- 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I did not know about it until all this 
formal exposition of the whole matter was made by Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter. 

Mr. Eggleston. Similarly, what I’m really asking is on Novem¬ 
ber 20, 1985, did you know that various people in the administra- 
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tion were having a dispute about the state of the government’s 
knowledge about that transaction? 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t know that I did. I know that 
there was a lot of discussion revolving around it. I don’t know if 
the point was specifically being made as to who knew or who did 
not know. 

Mr. Eggleston. Were you contacted, if you recall, prior to No¬ 
vember 21st about what you may have known about that HAWK 
shipment, if you recall? 

Secretary Weinberger. By anybody? 

Mr. Eggleston. By the Attorney General or anyone? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, the Attorney General called me 
over that weekend to tell me that he was—if I have the weekend 
correctly in mind—that he had been asked by the President to 
gather all the facts about the situation, and that it would be help¬ 
ful if we could assemble data that we might have or refresh our 
memories in order to enable him to carry out this investigation. I 
believe that was over that weekend. 

Mr. Eggleston. It is your recollection, though, that that took 
place over the weekend- 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, I think so. I was at a hospital in 
Washington at that time, and I believe that is where the call from 
him came in. 

Mr. Eggleston. And did he—did the Attorney General ever get 
back to you, to your recollection, to find out your knowledge? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, well we had a meeting then in the 
Oval Office on, I believe, the Tuesday after that weekend, and at 
that time the Attorney General was reporting to us that he had 
found and had told the President, I believe the day before, maybe 
hours before, that there appeared to be some diversion of funds 
that the Iranians had paid to the Contras, and I was pretty horri¬ 
fied about that. 

That was the first I had ever heard about it, and the President 
was still very angry about it, and was saying that we have to go 
make public statements about this immediately, never mind the 
form of the statements, we have to tell people about this immedi¬ 
ately, and directed the Attorney General to go out and make a full 
statement to the press after that meeting, and the Attorney Gener¬ 
al did that ^within, I guess, a half an hour after that meeting broke 
up. 

Mr. Eggleston. Who attended the meeting, if you recall, that 
you just discussed? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, Mr. Shultz was there and I think 
Mr. Casey was there, and Admiral Poindexter was there. Don 
Regan I believe was there. 

Those are the ones I have in mind were there. 

Mr. Eggleston. When you learned about this diversion, were 
you also told that Admiral Poindexter had had some supervisory 
role in it? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I think at that time it was just the 
fact that it had apparently had happened, that Ed Meese had 
found it in the course of this factfinding investigation he had been 
making over the weekend, that as soon as he found it, he reported 
it to the President and the President was very disturbed and angry 
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and directed at the meeting that I attended, which was either the 
day after, some hours after he had been notified that this had to be 
made public at once. 

Mr. Eggleston. Do you recall whether there was any discussion 
about Admiral Poindexter being relieved or being reassigned? 

Secretary Weinberger. Not at that time that I recall, no, I don’t 
think so right at that meeting. This was a short meeting and a 
pretty horrifying meeting and it didn’t have anything else except 
this thing had been found and obviously we all agreed as the Presi¬ 
dent said that it had to be reported. 

Mr. Eggleston. You had indicated at sometime over the week¬ 
end the Attorney General called to tell you that he may be consult¬ 
ing you or meeting- 

Secretary Weinberger. That is my memory, yes. My wife was in 
the hospital at the time and I was over there and I believe that is 
where the call came in. 

Mr. Eggleston. But he did not, perhaps because you were at the 
hospital, he did not follow up and actually interview you? Is that 
correct? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, he didn’t— I was not interviewed by 
him, but I believe later that day or Monday, why I advised that we 
would be, that this call had come in and we should be helpful if 
and when people turned up, but then events were moving rather 
rapidly and after the press briefing that the Attorney General 
held, why then there was a general direction to gather the data 
and so forth and so on. 

Mr. Eggleston. Mr. Secretary, the last area that I want to ask 
you about relates to exhibit 34, which is in your book. 

Secretary Weinberger. Thirty-four, right. 

Mr. Eggleston. Page 1 is a letter dated December 23, 1986. The 
version we have is unsigned, but it is a letter, I believe, from your¬ 
self to Secretary Shultz. 

Secretary Weinberger. That is right. 

Mr. Eggleston. And it encloses or attached to it is a memoran¬ 
dum from yourself to Alton Keel who was then the Acting Assist¬ 
ant National Security Adviser; is that correct? 

Secretary Weinberger. That is correct. 

Mr. Eggleston. Could you describe this- 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I had heard again from the same 
intelligence sources that in December, after all of this had come 
out, that there were still some meetings going on between U.S. rep¬ 
resentatives and that there was one scheduled for a few days and 
the Iranians, I believe in Paris, and that the discussions were to 
revolve around this whole problem of weapons and everything else, 
and I was understandably extremely unhappy with that. And I 
sent a very strong memorandum to Alton Keel, and it goes on for a 
couple of pages here, and then I sent a copy of it to George Shultz 
and said that I thought it was very unfortunate that these, while 
we are making statements that we are denying that we are making 
any contacts with the Iranian Government through third country 
representatives or so on, that is true only in the most technical 
sense of the term and then I am afraid will cause further adverse 
reaction when the truth is known. 
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And then I attached the memorandum I sent to Mr. Keel protest¬ 
ing this very strongly, and asking for a meeting and asking that no 
meetings be held with any Iranian representatives until we had 
had a chance to meet over here in Washington and try to stop it. 

I said, “I am sorry to be so blunt about it, but it seems to me in¬ 
credibly wrong with the precise mechanisms of secrecy and at¬ 
tempts to exclude advisers who it is feared may have different 
views which helped cause so many of our present difficulties are 
apparently being pursued by the State Department at this time.” 

I was told as a result of this that State Department representa¬ 
tives were instructed only to listen and not to negotiate, but I be¬ 
lieve that all the meetings were called off and were not formally 
held. 

Mr. Eggleston. The first paragraph of the attached memo, the 
memo to Mr. Keel, makes reference to congressional testimony by 
yourself. 

What is that a reference to? 

Secretary Weinberger. Let’s see—the President announced in 
late November—I had assumed—“the President announced in late 
November or early December that all further arm shipments to 
Iran had ceased and after it became apparent that the channels we 
were using to discuss hostage release and other matters were at 
the very least ineffective and as is easily apparent now totally 
counterproductive I assumed we were finshed with this entire Ira¬ 
nian episode and testified to congressional committees during last 
week.” 

That was testimony I gave to the Special Senate Committee on 
Intelligence at their request covering these matters. 

Mr. Eggleston. So you had testified based on your state of 
knowledge that as far as you knew there were no further dealings? 

Secretary Weinberger. That is right. It was finished by direction 
of the President. 

Mr. Eggleston. You later learned that that was not correct? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I later learned there was a meeting 
scheduled which I then urged not be held and which to the best of 
my memory was not held. I was also told that I didn't need to be 
quite so strong because nobody was going to negotiate, all they 
were going to do was sit and listen, but I have to confess though I 
wrote a very strong memorandum here. 

Mr. Eggleston. But in any event, this was again something you 
learned and not through official channels? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, not through official channels, through 
the same sources we had picked up the whole other mess. 

Mr. Eggleston. Was it your concern that what seemed to be 
going on was a return to what had happened immediately- 

Secretary Weinberger. That was the impression that I had and 
that I convey here, yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. And I think that you indicate at the bottom of 
page 1 of the attached memo and the top of page 2 that you were 
concerned that his advisers on security matters were being cut out 
once again? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, I said, “I think the President is enti¬ 
tled to have the advice of all of his security advisers, and I must 
strongly object that the continuation of this practice and secrecy in 
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attempts to exclude various advisers whose advice it is apparently 
feared may not support the agenda of various people in this case or 
some other agenda can only get us in more and more difficulty and 
serves the President very badly. I therefore ask there be a meeting 
of the National Security Planning Group so the matter can be dis¬ 
cussed properly and presented properly to the President and that 
our so-called negotiators with the Iranian Government, wherever 
they are, be brought home and instructed not to take any further 
action of any kind” and so on and so on. 

As I say, I had imprecise knowledge because it didn’t come from 
U.S. sources. 

Mr. Eggleston. Let me just, the last thing on this document, if 
you would look to the second-to-last paragraph, there is a reference 
to your learning, apparently for the first time, we had given intelli¬ 
gence information. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. That was a source of further ex¬ 
treme anger as far as I was concerned. 

Mr. Eggleston. What is it that you had learned? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I said, “I have now learned, thanks 
to your forthcomingness”—I was addressing A1 Keel—“and by 
reason of our investigations that McFarlane had actually offered 
the Iranians sensitive intelligence information passed by the 
United States, as to Iraq and that State plans another meeting 
with the Iranians on December 27 in Geneva.” 

I didn’t know it wasn’t going to happen. “I urgently urge that no 
such meetings be permitted until we have the NSPG that you very 
forthfully offered. That was to Keel. 

Mr. Eggleston. This was the first that you had learned that sen¬ 
sitive information- 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. Shortly before this memorandum 
was written, which added to the strength of the memorandum, I 
guess. 

Mr. Eggleston. This memorandum was sent, I take it, both to 
Mr. Keel and to Mr. Shultz? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. Did you hear back from either one of them? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. Mr. Keel called the meeting and 
said nothing would happen until after the meeting as I had re¬ 
quested. 

Mr. Eggleston. Did you speak about the memorandum with Mr. 
Shultz? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Eggleston. And- 

Secretary Weinberger. He said that that is what I said, he told 
me this was a listening mode only, that the meeting had been ar¬ 
ranged before and that the general conclusions seemed to be that it 
was better to send somebody to listen and not just cancel the meet¬ 
ing, that something might come out of it, but that there was em¬ 
phatically to be no further negotiations, no further discussions, no 
further arms, et cetera, et cetera, and I was relieved to hear that. 

Mr. Eggleston. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions. 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you very much, Mr. Eggleston. 

The hearing will stand in recess until 2:00 p.m. this afternoon. 
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[Whereupon, at 12:35 p.m., the Select Committees recessed, to re¬ 
convene at 2:00 p.m., the same day.] 

AFTERNOON SESSION 

The Select Committees met, pursuant to recess, at 2:00 p.m., in 
room 325, Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Daniel K. Inouye 
(chairman of the Senate Select Committee) and Hon. Lee H. Hamil¬ 
ton (chairman of the House Select Committee) presiding. 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will please come to order. 

I am pleased to recognize the committee counsel, Mr. Genzman. 

Mr. Genzman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, earlier you testified that you were not aware of 
the November 1985 HAWK shipments from Israel to Iran at the 
time those occurred; is that correct? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. Genzman. And earlier we di^ussed the fact that around the 
same time Dr. Gaffney and some of his colleagues at the Defense 
Department were preparing some point papers regarding HAWK 
missiles and TOW missiles. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Genzman. To your knowledge, did Dr. Gaffney and his col¬ 
leagues know that the 1985 HAWK transfers had occurred at that 

time? 

Secretary Weinberger. I have idea. I don’t believe so, but I 
don't know. 

Mr Genzman. To your knowledge, did anyone at the Defense De¬ 
partment know at that time that these 1985 HAWK transfers had 

occurred? 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t believe so. No one ever discussed 
it with me. 

Mr Genzman. Would it be fair to say that, to your knowledge, 
the people involved in these point papers were addressing the idea 
of prospective arms transfers rather than actual arms transfers 
that had occurred? 

Secretary Weinberger. I think they were discussing questions 
that had come over from the NSC that would involve possible arms 
transfers or even just theoretical questions that they would be 
asked to respond to for whatever purposes the staff over there 
might have wanted. 

Mr. Genzman. So that the record is clear, is it fair to describe a 
TOW missile as an anti-tank or anti-armored vehicle missile that is 
launched from the ground? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

It is a tubular optical wire-guided missile. 

Mr. Genzman. And when we are talking about HAWK missiles, 
would it be fair to describe those as anti-aircraft missiles that are 
launched from the ground? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Genzman. Earlier, you testified that in January of 1986 Ad¬ 
miral Poindexter advised you that the President had in fact agreed 
that the TOW missile transfers should go forward; is that correct? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 
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Mr. Genzman. When you testified in your depositions before 
these committees, you indicated that this direction from the Presi¬ 
dent was on a close-hold basis. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Genzman. Can you describe for us what you mean by that? 

Secretary Weinbercer. Well, the smallest number of people 
should know about it, and the President was very concerned at all 
times about the safety of the hostages primarily, knowing the 
rather volatile nature of the captors, and also was concerned that 
these contacts or people that they were dealing with in Iran, if 
they were in any sense friendly to the United States, might have 
their own lives in danger, so he was very anxious to keep the circle 
of people who knew about it very small. 

Mr. Genzman. Would it be fair to say that the close-hold nature 
of this series of transfers was one reason why Admiral Crowe was 
not advised of the transfers? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I think it possibly was that. There 
wasn’t any particular role for anyone to play in this except just the 
people that were involved. I had received the order from the Presi¬ 
dent and the two or three people necessary to make the physical 
transfer to the CIA. 

Mr. Genzman. Sir, you testified that the Defense Department 
played its role in the Iran arms transfers by means of its transfer 
of arms from the Defense Department to the CIA under the Econo¬ 
my Act. 

Is that correct? 

Secretary Weinberger. That is correct. 

Mr. Genzman. And the Economy Act has its own pricing require¬ 
ments; isn’t that true? 

Secretary Weinberger. That is right. We are supposed to get full 
market value for anything we turn over to another agency of the 
Government. 

Mr. Genzman. Were you at any time directed or asked to set the 
prices of the weapons in any particular way? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. 

Mr. Genzman. To your knowledge, was anyone at the Depart¬ 
ment of Defense directed or asked to set the prices in any particu¬ 
lar way? 

Secretary Weinberger. Not that I know of, no. 

Mr. Genzman. Sir, are you familiar with the General Accounting 
Office’s report on the Iran arms sales? 

Secretary Weinberger. Generally, I have seen summaries of it, 
yes. 

Mr. Genzman. Let me discuss a few of the conclusions of that 
report, and this is March of 1987, the Comptroller General conclud¬ 
ed, “DOD”, Department of Defense, “acted properly in treating the 
transfer of arms to the CIA as interagency transfer governed by 
the Economy Act.’’ 

I take it you join in that conclusion? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, that was one of the parts I was fa¬ 
miliar with. 

Mr. Genzman. The GAO also concluded, “The pricing and con¬ 
gressional reporting requirements of the Arms Export Control Act, 
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the legislation which normally governs DOD arms sales to foreign 
governments, do not apply to these transactions?” 

Secretary Weinberger. The transactions between the Depart¬ 
ment of Defense and CIA, that is correct; yes. 

Mr. Genzman. Is that your understanding of the law? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, that is my understanding. 

Mr. Genzman. And another GAO conclusion dealt with notifica¬ 
tion of Congress. It said, “Although DOD covert arms transfers 
may ordinarily be subject to congressional notification require¬ 
ments, in this case the President’s Finding ensured that the re¬ 
sponsibility for meeting any such requirements remained with 
him.” - 

Knowing what you now know about the Finding, is that your un¬ 
derstanding of- 

Secretary Weinberger. That is apparently what was intended. 
As I say, I didn’t see the Finding until the fall of that year. 

Mr. Genzman. Mr. Secretary, isn’t it true that the Defense De¬ 
partment has a mechanism for review of sensitive transactions 
with other agencies such as the CIA? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, in general, not necessarily with 
other agencies, but they have—we have a mechanism designed to 
prevent some of the problems I uncovered very early in my tenure 
there in connection with intelligence activities. 

Mr. Genzman. What are the purposes of this mechanism? 

Secretary Weinberger. The purposes are to ensure that when a 
request is made by someone in the Department for assets or re¬ 
sources or other activities in the name of doing an intelligence job 
that that is indeed authorized and that there is an audit of some of 
the—of the funds that might be required or requested. 

We ran into a situation where people in intelligence agencies, 
units actually of the Army in this particular case, were drawing 
money from their units or from other portions of the Army on the 
idea that they needed them for intelligence activities. We found 
some serious problems with this, there’s some convictions that 
were obtained, there are appeals from those convictions I under¬ 
stand, and I put in a system, after considerable discussion, under 
which you couldn’t just come in and say you were an intelligence 
operative and you needed some money or you needed an airplane 
or you needed a ship, or whatever, and that you had to have a 
review of these particular types of requests within the Army and 
within the Department, and that system is in effect now, and I 
think effectively corrects the problems we found in this earlier ac¬ 
tivity. 

Mr. Genzman, Was this review mechanism used in the context of 
the Defense Department arms transfers to the CIA as part of the 
further transfers to Iran? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. No, it was not. It wasn’t applicable 
to that kind of transaction. This was a transaction which the Presi¬ 
dent of the United States had directed that we transfer arms to the 
CIA under the terms of the Economy Act. There was no similarity 
to that in the instances and the types of activities which gave rise 
to our use of the system I have just described. 

Mr. Genzman. I take it one of the points you are making is you 
wanted to make sure the Defense Department leadership was not 
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left out of such a transaction between the Defense Department and 
other agencies. Is that correct? 

Secretary Weinberger. You mean when we established the 
system? 

Mr. Genzman. Correct. 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, we wanted-to make sure they were 
legitimate, authorized requests, that the funds were required, what¬ 
ever funds were expended were audited and that it was not left in 
the hands of one or two people who were going to spend the money 
to draw, to not have to account for it. That was the origin of that 
system. 

Mr. Genzman. Did the Defense Department leadership have 
knowledge of these transfers of HAWK and TOW missiles from the 
Defense Department to the CIA? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I think only a very, very few people 
in accordance with the directions we received. It was a very small 
narrow circle of people who needed to know, and it was deliberate¬ 
ly kept small because of the considerations the President continual¬ 
ly emphasized that it was necessary to make sure that very few 
people knew about it so as to try our best to not do anything that 
would endanger further the lives of the hostages or, as I say, these 
people with whom they were dealing in Iran. 

Mr. Genzman. Is it true that one of the issues that this review 
mechanism addresses is the issue of readiness? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, the issue of readiness is always 
present. I don’t think there is anything special in the review mech¬ 
anism that reaches that. What that is designed to do, as I said, was 
to make sure we didn’t have any more of the instances which gave 
rise to the convictions and the prosecutions that were brought as a 
result of this discovery of these previous transactions. 

Mr. Genzman. Can you- 

Secretary Weinberger. We are always concerned with readiness. 

Mr. Genzman. Can you describe what you mean by the term 
“readiness”? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, the ability of the—any portion of 
the Armed Forces to carry out any direction of the President in 
connection with his foreign policy, the ability to do missions that 
we might be ordered to do on short notice and to sustain them. 

Mr. Genzman. After the President had directed in January of 
1986 that the TOW missile transfers should go forward, did you 
have any discussions with anyone regarding the readiness issue? 

Secretary Weinberger. These papers we talked about this morn¬ 
ing that were designed to get us ready for the meeting in December 
and January touched on some of those points. I was advised that 
we had very, very large stocks of these old obsolete TOW missiles, 
that we had something in the neighborhood of, I think, 150,000, or 
something like that, on hand, that we were using them in training 
because they were no longer either produced or recommended, and 
that we had two later models that we used, and so that there 
would not be any appreciable effect on our readiness. 

Mr. Genzman. Is the TOW missile still being procured by the De¬ 
fense Department? 
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Secretary Weinberger. Not this TOW missile, no. We have an 
improved TOW and then we have gone to the TOW II. This missile 
has been obsolete and not been produced for many years. 

Mr. Genzman. Did anyone do any formal assessment of the 
impact of these weapons transfers on the Iran-Iraq war? 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t know entirely what you mean by 
“formal assessment.” The general state of the situation with re¬ 
spect to the Iran-Iraq war was known to many of us—we get pretty 
much daily briefings on that as well as other matters, and w r e knew 
in a very general way what the state was and roughly the balance 
of forces at that time and that sort of thing. 

Mr. Genzman. From the time of these arms transfers to the 
present, has the Defense Department determined whether these 
arms transfers have had any impact on the Iran-Iraq war? 

Secretary Weinberger. I have never been advised that they had 
any impact on it, no. The Iran-Iraq war is basically a stalemated 
grounds situation, the Iraqis have very complete air superiority 
and we have never had any indications that the HAWK defenses of 
the Iranians have been particularly effective against the Iranian 
air, and there hasn’t been any appreciable change in the ground 
situation for many months. 

One side will move forward, take a couple of hills or some high 
ground, and the other side will push them off and it has gone back 
and forth like that. There has been very little change in the last 
couple of years. 

It is essentially a kind of World War I situation. 

Mr. Genzman. Has any study been done of any effect that these 
arms transfers may have on the United States in the event of Ira- 
nian-U.S. hostilities? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, we understand what we—with re¬ 
spect to the TOWs, we don’t have any plans for any kind of an ar¬ 
mored attack against Iran, so that we hadn’t considered that that 
has made any of—has changed in any way. The missile itself is, as 
I said, is obsolete and we have very good information as to ways to 
deal with it in the hands of other people. 

And those are part of our training exercises and all the rest. As 
far as the HAWKs are concerned, it was not a HAWK missile or a 
HAWK missile system that was transferred, it was a large number 
of ground support parts for HAWKs that had been given to Iran 
during the days of the Shah? 

Mr. Genzman. Regarding the transfer of 18 HAWK missiles in 
November of 1985 from Israel to Iran, is it your understanding that 
17 of those missiles were, in fact, returned? 

Secretary Weinberger. I have heard since that time that there 
was something like that. I don’t have any information on it and I 
had none at the time. 

Mr. Genzman. And is it your testimony that the HAWK materi¬ 
al provided by the Defense Department to the CIA for transfer to 
Iran was not HAWK missiles themselves but actually HAWK 
parts? 

Secretary Weinberger. That is right. Ground support parts, not 
parts of the HAWK itself, but parts of the ground support systems. 
Trucks, communications, things like that. 

Mr. Genzman. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
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Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Aspin is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. Aspin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, let me just for a little bit go over a few of these 
issues and then maybe I will reserve some of my time. 

Let me ask a little bit about the policy that was undertaken and 
your attitude towards that policy. I take it that you, based upon 
your reaction to that NSDD that was circulated, the draft that was 
circulated in 1985, that your opposition to this policy was opposi¬ 
tion to the whole idea, not just to the opposition to the arms sales. 

Secretary Weinberger. Oh, yes. I thought it, first of all, was not 
possible to get a better relationship with Iran, with the Iranian 
Government in its present hands. I didn’t think there was anybody 
we could deal with that was not virulently anti-American, and I 
just didn’t think it would work and I was, as you say, against the 
whole policy. 

Mr. Aspin. Now, this is different- 

Secretary Weinberger. I did add a word in my comment to the*~ 
effect it would be good if we could get a relationship with Iran as 
we used to have it under the Shah. It would be desirable to try to 
do something like that, but we couldn’t do it with this situation. 

Mr. Aspin. Let me ask you why you drew that conclusion. I take 
it that the opposition of other people, in principle, the Secretary of 
State, his view was that if we could get some, he was not opposed 
to new initiatives with the Iranian Government. He said he op¬ 
posed the idea of selling arms in order to further that initiative. 
And that seems to be the general reaction of most people, was that 
the idea itself was not a bad idea, but that the particulars of it, 
namely selling arms as part of that, was wrong. 

But you are saying you just flat-out did not think that the idea of 
pursuing any kind of relationship with a moderate element in Iran, 
that that was not a- 

Secretary Weinberger. I didn't think it was a good idea. I didn’t 
think it was possible to do it. I did not think and do not think there 
is any moderate element in Iran that is still alive, and I think it 
was not a good idea in any sense of the term. 

I would like to have a relationship with a rational government in 
Iran of the kind we had when the Shah was there, because I think 
geographically and strategically that’s a very useful thing. I was, 
as you say, against the whole idea. 

Mr. Aspin. Does that—when the National Security Council, then 
Bud McFarlane, drafted the NSDD and circulated it, he had some 
intelligence from the CIA, particularly from Mr. Casey, that in fact 
there was some intelligence that would indicate that such an initia¬ 
tive was a good idea at that time. 

Did you just not believe that intelligence or did you have some 
other intelligence? In other words, did DIA have a contrary—De¬ 
fense Intelligence Agency—have a contrary point of view at that 
time? 

Secretary Weinberger. My memory is that generally they did, 
but I didn't see anything in the estimate that accompanied the 
draft NSDD that supported such a conclusion. 

There were no individuals named, and certainly everything that 
I had heard and known about Iran, particularly with respect to all 
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of the statements, positions, their support of terrorism, all of that 
struck me as simply being contrary to that estimate. It was not an 
intelligence estimate with which I agreed. 

Mr. Aspin. So you just flat-out deny—I mean, there is a whole 
series of assumptions or intelligence estimates upon which this 
policy was based, either implicitly or explicitly. And let me just list 
them, and I guess you’d reject them all. 

One, there was a moderate element in Iran that you could deal- 
let me list them all, Mr. Secretary. One, that there was a moderate 
element that you could deal with. 

Second, that somehow giving them weapons would strengthen 
them in some way—that this deal would somehow strengthen 
them. 

Third, that Iran, and in particular this moderate element, held 
some influence over the people who are holding our hostages in 
Lebanon and that somehow, that they would have the ability to get 
the hostages loose and get these people to abate on their terrorist 
activities. 

I take it you would just reject that whole litany. 

Secretary Weinberger. If you, Mr. Aspin, I may have misread 
you but my understanding was that you said there were a whole 
series of estimates—to the best of my knowledge, there was only 
one. 

Mr. Aspin. The series is what I listed here. 

Secretary Weinberger. It included all these ideas. I disagreed 
with that estimate and all of its parts, yes, but I don't think there 
was a whole series of them. 

Mr. Aspin. No, I didn't mean to imply that. I meant there was a 
series of either explicit or implicit assumptions behind this policy. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Aspin. I’m taking it that you just rejected it- 

Secretary Weinberger. It was just contrary from everything I 
had heard, all the other intelligence that I’ve seen, my own person¬ 
al views, and the knowledge that I had of the way the various bat¬ 
tles in the war had gone and what they said about us, their support 
of international terrorism, just none of it rang true as far as I was 
concerned. 

Mr. Aspin. So it was essentially pretty much of a gut instinct re¬ 
action to it? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, it was based on, as I say, a lot of 
other reports that I had that made that seem quite wrong. 

Mr. Aspin. Let me ask you this question. Secretary Shultz indi¬ 
cated that he had a lot of distrust, I take it, maybe, I hope I’m not 
using too strong a word, of the CIA analysis at this time because he 
thought that Director Casey was so heavily involved in policy that 
he began to suspect the intelligence—that he had become such an 
advocate of a policy that he began to suspect the objectivity of the 
analysis. 

Did you share that and- 

Secretary Weinberger. No, actually I didn’t. I had a very high 
regard for the CIA and for their analysts and their analytical capa¬ 
bility, and one of the reasons that I disagreed with this particular 
estimate was that it seemed to me quite at variance both with the 
daily briefings that I had from the CIA as well as from their spe- 
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cial reports. It seemed to be completely at variance with those, and 
in a minority of one, so to speak. 

Mr. Aspin. This seemed to stand out as kind of outside of the 
mainstream of the kind of intelligence reports that they had been 
giving in other forums? 

Secretary Weinberger. It just didn’t conform with what I had, 
the conclusions I had formed as a result of a large number of intel¬ 
ligence papers and analyses that I read both from the DIA and the 
CIA. But I have admiration and respect for the quality of the work 
that I see from the CIA. 

Mr. Aspin. I take it that the part of the problem with the blow 
up that you had in that memo that you drafted in December of 
1986—this is, you know, the memo where you discovered that con¬ 
tacts were still going on and I guess you would characterize that as 
a strong memo-to-follow message that you sent to the NSC, a copy 
to Secretary Shultz. 

Secretary Weinberger. Right. 

Mr. Aspin. I take it that at bottom the difference there was that 
the State Department was still proceeding on the assumption that 
it was a good idea to try and establish relations with moderates in 
Iran, whereas—but not doing it with arms—whereas your view at 
that point was we ought to be stopping this whole initiative and 
the whole idea is crazy. 

Secretary Weinberger. No. Really most of my wrath arose from 
the fact that I didn’t know what was being suggested or what was 
being done. When you get fragmentary reports, garbled and some¬ 
what obscure and ambiguous reports through intelligence channels 
of what is being suggested, you don’t really know, but it seemed 
very clear that it was more of the same kind of thing that I had 
talked about- 

Mr. Aspin. You were still concerned that they may still be talk¬ 
ing about arms? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, I didn’t know, but I was concerned 
about that particularly because I had given testimony to the 
Senate Intelligence Committee that the whole thing had been 
stopped, and I am frankly very sensitive about telling a congres¬ 
sional committee anything that is not correct. 

Mr. Aspin. When you say the whole thing had been stopped, you 
meant not just the arms, but that the whole attempt to talk to 
moderates had been stopped? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. That the entire matter had been 
closed off. That is the way I understood the President and that is 
why I was very disturbed to gather that there was still some of this 
going on. 

Mr. Aspin. Let me ask you, Mr. Secretary, as policy—we carry 
the policy forward into the present time a little bit—about if you see 
any connection between what was going on in this time and what 
has subsequently happened in the Persian Gulf. Secretary Taft in a 
very interesting deposition before the committee here said that in 
October of 1986, he had a meeting, that the Kuwaitis were in town 
and the Kuwait Foreign Minister in October of 1986 asked him, in 
a meeting with Deputy Secretary Will Taft, asked him whether the 
United States was selling weapons to Iran. 
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I don't know where he would have gotten that information 
unless it is their own sources of information, but he asked the 
Deputy Secretary. 

The Deputy Secretary responded that he said no, that that was 
not the case. 

Then, of course, within the month, namely about on November 
3d, came the first public revelations of the arms-for-hostages things 
that were going on, and then by the end of that month was the Ku¬ 
waiti request to the Soviet Union on the chartering and the subse¬ 
quent offer to the United States and it ended up with us reflagging 
and the Soviets chartering. 

It seems like an interesting coincidence- 

Secretary Weinberger. Mr. Chairman, do you mind if I correct— 
my understanding of the chronology of the events. 

Mr. Aspin. OK. 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t know anything about these previ¬ 
ous discussions that you are talking about in October, but my un¬ 
derstanding of the current situation is that the Kuwaiti Govern¬ 
ment came to us first, came to us somewhere in January, asked if 
we would protect their own ships carrying oil out of the gulf from 
attack and my recommendation and I believe the answer was that, 
yes, we would. 

It was later that they asked the Soviets to do this. That is my 
understanding of the chronology. 

Mr. Aspin. It's not important—the order is not important. I 
think the order is the other way around, Mr. Secretary, but in any 
case- 

Secretary Weinberger. I am just giving you my understanding of 
it. 

Mr. Aspin. The question that arises, of course, is whether the 
Kuwaiti effort to get the superpowers and the United States, in 
particular, and the Soviets in the effort, whether that was in some 
way connected to this event. 

Secretary Weinberger. I have no idea of any possible connection. 

Mr. Aspin. Were you in any way aware that the Kuwaitis sus¬ 
pected that we were selling arms to Iran? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I was not. 

Mr. Aspin. Nobody in the Kuwaiti Government—you did not 
meet, I take it, with the foreign minister? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I believe I was at a NATO meeting 
in Europe at that time in October, but the first—to my knowledge, 
the first time that anybody knew of it in that area aside from the 
people who were participating in it was after these articles started 
appearing in some of these Mideast publications. 

Mr. Aspin. The suggestion here, of course, is if you have a—we 
have been asked by the Kuwaitis whether we are doing it, how 
they got the suspicion, I don’t know, but the United States says no, 
and then it comes out that, in fact, they are doing it, that that 
causes an enormous unease among all the gulf states, in particular 
Kuwait here, as to whether the United States is playing straight 
with them and led, according to this, it seems to me, that there is 
some connection between that and the request of the Kuwaitis to 
show that we were, in fact, really being true to them. 
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They wanted some kind of proof positive that we did, in fact, side 
with Iraq and Kuwait in the crunch. 

Secretary Weinberger. No, that certainly—I have no knowledge 
of anything like that. The Kuwaiti request was a straightforward 
request in January and my understanding was that it came to us 
first and it was only after some members of the Kuwaiti Govern¬ 
ment objected to their coming to us, other members of the Kuwaiti 
Government thought they should also approach the Soviets. 

But I don’t know of any connection between the two. There is no 
doubt that when the revelations of this came out that many of our 
friends in the Middle East were unhappy about it, Jordan particu¬ 
larly. I think Saudi Arabia was, although Saudi Arabia didn’t say 
so publicly, but Jordan said so both publicly and privately and it 
was quite understandable. 

Mr. Aspin. And they were clearly unhappy and upset at what 
was going on? 

Secretary Weinberger. Jordan, oh, yes. 

Mr. Aspin. Let me ask you this—to what extent did this unhappi¬ 
ness and our concern with that then subsequently result in us 
saying yes to the Kuwaiti request for the reflagging? 

Secretary Weinberger. No connection whatever, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aspin. You are convinced that there was no connection? 

Secretary Weinberger. I am absolutely convinced that there was 
no connection because there was no connection made, and you will 
forgive me for saying that I think that even the attempt to estab¬ 
lish a connection is fairly tenuous because I don’t see anything that 
would have been either accomplished or how it would be tied to¬ 
gether. 

Mr. Aspin. Well, I can certainly make the case that if we have 
already made them very uneasy by trying to sell arms to Iran, that 
we could at least make amends and show them that, in fact, an 
arms to Iran—arms sales were an aberration by reflagging their 
tankers. 

Secretary Weinberger. We made it very clear that it was a one¬ 
time operation, and we were not going to do it anymore. We are 
not doing it more. That had nothing to do with the need of their 
ships for protection from Iranian attack. 

Mr. Aspin. So you—one thing, of course, is that if we had adopt¬ 
ed a policy of attempting to moderate—or to deal with moderate 
elements in Iran. Certainly reflagging the Kuwaiti tankers would 
have been a policy totally in the opposite direction and would have 
in effect really done in any effort to achieve a relationship with a 
moderate element in Iran, should one exist. 

Secretary Weinberger. If you assume there is any moderate ele¬ 
ment in Iran, it would be totally at variance with that policy, yes. 

Mr. Aspin. I wondered why that was why you were much more 
enthusiastic about the reflagging policy than Secretary Shultz was. 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t know that that is a fair character¬ 
ization. I never heard that Secretary Shultz was in anyway opposed 
to it or moderate about it. I thought that he was very strongly for 
it. 

In all my conversations with him, I have obtained the impression 
that he very strongly supports it. 
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Mr. Aspin. There is “being for it” and “being for it.” He was not 
like it for it like you were, sir. 

Secretary Weinberger. I have no reason to suppose that that is 
correct. Every time I talked with him I never encountered any¬ 
thing except support for the idea. 

Mr. Aspin. Let me move onto another area. Let me—the question 
has been asked by—I can’t remember which of the preceding coun¬ 
sels about the, maybe both—about the information that Admiral 
Crowe had about this issue. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Aspin. I take it from all of the testimony that he heard of it 
himself by another channel. You did not inform him or- 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I think it was his executive assistant 
advised him of it. That is my memory of what he reported to me. 

Mr. Aspin. Then he came to you- 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Aspin. —and asked you about it and asked what was going 
on. This was, I take it, you said, some time in the spring of 1986? 

Secretary Weinberger. I didn’t say but I was given a date, and I 
just didn’t know but it was sometime, I would say probably some¬ 
time in the middle of the year. I am not quite sure what date. 

Mr. Aspin. Let me ask this question. Why was Admiral Crowe or 
the Joint Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, not brought into the issue 
by the administration when they actually made the very formal de¬ 
cision in January of 1986 to proceed? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, having, as I said before, when- 
having been given the basic instruction to limit it only to the bare 
minimum of people who needed to know to carry out the Presi¬ 
dent’s orders, I carried out that request and it was perfectly possi¬ 
ble to do this without involving the Joint Chiefs and without in¬ 
volving really anyone else except the people with direct physical 
custody over the weapons concerned. 

Mr. Aspin. Did anybody suggest, either you or somebody else, 
that maybe we ought to get the military assessment here of this? 

Secretary Weinberger. We had discussions of what would be the 
effect in the war. The President was concerned with that. But the 
informal assessments, the idea that this was a very tiny fraction of 
what Iran was getting—you have to bear in mind, Mr. Chairman, to 
keep this in perspective, and that is that Iran buys—has bought 
about $10 billion worth of armaments over the past few years all 
over the world. 

This was a sale of approximately $10 or $11 million and just on 
that size, it was clear that it wasn’t going to make any major dif¬ 
ference in the balance between the parties. 

Mr. Aspin. So this was a judgment essentially made by the 
people involved on their own without asking for a formal assess¬ 
ment—just a judgment- 

Secretary Weinberger. Again, it stemmed, I think, from this 
idea that the lives of the hostages and others could be endangered, 
that the idea was to keep the circle of people familiar with it to a 
very small circumference based upon the need to know to carry out 
the President’s orders and that was accomplished. 

Mr. Aspin. Let me tell you three things that I think you might 
have asked the military to judge on this thing. 
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And I think we’ve heard—some questions having to do with 
them. But one would have been the effect of these sales on our 
readiness. Now a small number—at times can mean that we would 
be without any—let me just finish if I could and you can then re¬ 
spond to all of them—one would have been on the effect of the arms 
sales or the transfer of arms to the CIA and then to Iran, the effect 
of all that on our readiness because at some point, especially when 
you are dealing with spare parts, you might not be aware that you 
would lose that you would end up with a very critically low 
number of parts in some category. 

So that is something that might have been asked for in an assess¬ 
ment. 

Second was the effect on the Iran-Iraq war, and third would have 
been the assessment of the effect on our ability to fight in Iran 
should we be called upon to fight against Iran. If we have to go in 
and attack Iran on some reason, would the fact that we had sold 
HAWKs or HAWK parts to Iran have any impact on that bal¬ 
ance—so those are three kinds of things we might have—I take it 
there was no formal assessment of that? 

Secretary Weinberger. There was knowledge of most of the an¬ 
swers to this, Mr. Aspin, with respect to our own readiness. As I 
said I think we had somewhere in the neighborhood of 146,000 or 
142,000 TOWs. Two thousand transferred would be 1.5 percent of 
our total stock of an obsolete weapon that we were no longer 
using and using only in training and in maneuvers. 

On the Iran-Iraq war, I think I’ve already covered that, that we 
thought it would have a very small effect in view of the correlation 
of forces with respect to tanks. 

As far as our ability to fight Iran should we have to do that, we 
have, as I have said, and I can't go into more detail here, have con¬ 
siderable knowledge of ways to deal with anybody who had the 
TOWs. 

Mr. Aspin. So it was not and the HAWKs? 

Secretary Weinberger. And the HAWKs. 

Mr. Aspin. The HAWK system is the more critical area if you’re 
talking about that. But there was no formal assessment, this was a 
judgment done essentially by the people making the decision? 

Secretary Weinberger. I did not call the Net Assessment Divi¬ 
sion of the Department of Defense and ask for a formal net assess¬ 
ment number. 

Mr. Aspin. Or even called Admiral Crowe and ask for his infor¬ 
mal judgment? 

Secretary Weinberger. And I did not call Admiral Crowe, but 
again those are all actions which involve widening the circle very 
substantially, and that would have been against the basic instruc¬ 
tions that we had for the reasons that I mentioned, the President’s 
great concern with not doing anything that would endanger the 
lives of the hostages or those people felt to be useful contacts. 

Mr. Aspin. So if we now have to strike Iran as retaliation against 
something in the—if they .attack us in the convoys and our escort¬ 
ing of the re-flagged Kuwaiti ships, if they attack us and we have 
to retaliate against Iran, there was no formal assessment of that as 
to how—what we did in selling HAWKs and HAWK parts to Iran, 
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how that made our Navy’s job more difficult or our military’s job 
more difficult to retaliate? 

Secretary Weinberger. That is an assumption that is not war¬ 
ranted by the facts, that it would be made more difficult. I tried to 
go into as much detail as I can with you here in an open hearing, 
and I will be glad to elaborate elsewhere. But the fact is that while 
there was no formal net assessment of the results of this, the 
actual effects of it were well known and would not, in my opinion, 
impede in any way our capabilities in the hypothetical situation 
you have outlined. 

Mr. Aspin. Let me ask this. It does seem to be a rather strange 
thing because this administration, which I think in very many 
ways is known to be pro-defense and in a lot of ways is, seems to be 
very reluctant to bring the military into the decisionmaking proc¬ 
ess. I notice the exclusion of the JCS from the Reykjavik arms con¬ 
trol proposal process to a large degree. I notice that there is no 
bringing the military in on this decision. I find it rather curious. 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t agree that it is anything like a 
trend nor do I really agree with your two examples. The fact that 
the Joint Chiefs were not physically present at Iceland, nor was I, 
does not mean that our views were not before the President. They 
have been before him on that with great persistence and with 
whatever persuasiveness could be mustered. He has had ample op¬ 
portunity and has availed himself of it. 

As a result, you might have noticed the result at Aspin—the 
result at Iceland was that there wasn’t any yielding- 

Mr. AspiN.That’s Colorado—right Mr. Secretary? 

Secretary Weinberger. I know, yes. There wasn’t any yielding— 
at Iceland on the Strategic Defense Initiative, and that was certain¬ 
ly one of our strongest recommendations, and the President is to¬ 
tally and fully in accord with that. So the fact that there wasn’t a 
physical presence doesn’t mean that there was any exclusion and 
there certainly wasn’t any exclusion in the other instance that you 
mentioned. 

Mr. Aspin. There was a awful lot of discussion at Reykjavik on 
the ground about—we won’t get into that Mr. Secretary, but I just 
noted a rather ironic situation in which the way this administra¬ 
tion operates. 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, it is- 

Mr. Aspin. We will note your dissent. We’ll note your dissent. 

Secretary Weinberger. Some deficiency of mine that I don’t see, 
either the irony, nor am I in agreement with you. 

Mr. Aspin. Let the record know that the Secretary dissents. 

Let me ask one other area, then yield the floor here, Mr. Secre¬ 
tary. I think that there is a lot of discussion among the uniformed 
military now in the light of the Ollie North hearings and the John 
Poindexter hearings, and, as you, as Secretary of Defense, I would 
like to kind of ask your views on the judgment calls that Admiral 
Poindexter made and that Lt. Col. North made in their jobs. I take 
it—let me just ask you straight out, do you approve of Admiral 
Poindexter’s withholding of information from his Commander In 
Chief? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I have said many times I do not. 
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Mr. Aspin. And you would not want that message to go out that 
that was a proper way to proceed or to operate? 

Secretary Weinberger. Of course not. I have phrased that about 
as forcefully as I can. 

Mr. Aspin. Let me ask you about Colonel North’s conduct. He 
didn’t withhold information from his immediate superior, but he 
clearly was involved in wording replies to Congress that were 
something less than fully accurate, and he did destroy documents, 
when he knew the investigation—the Attorney General was inves¬ 
tigating his actions and others. 

What do you think of the applicability of the Academy Honor 
Code, that I will not lie, cheat, or steal, nor tolerate those who do— 
is that applicable in a situation such as these uniformed men found 
themselves in? 

Secretary Weinberger. I think it is generally always applicable, 
but Mr. Aspin you must bear in mind that I have not had an op¬ 
portunity to watch these hearings to any great extent at all, and 
you have, and I think you are much better able to judge the credi¬ 
bility of all the witnesses there, but certainly in the general form 
in which you phrased it, yes, I believe that all the virtues and all 
the principles that are stated in the Academy oaths are applicable 
at all times and not just to Academy people, they are applicable to 
all of us. 

Mr. Aspin. I take it that there is a fair number of people in the 
uniformed services—I don’t know whether it is a majority or sub¬ 
stantial minority—who think that Colonel North is a hero. What 
would you say to somebody who said that they thought Colonel 
North was a hero? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I have no estimate of how many 
people in the military. We have 2,150,000 people in the military, 
and I have not, nor do I have the slightest intention of taking any 
polls on what Colonel North’s opinions are or what people’s opin¬ 
ions of him are. 

Mr. Aspin. What is your opinion of him, sir? 

Secretary Weinberger. I think he had an exemplary war record, 
and I don’t offer any opinions on anything later, because I think 
you are in a far better position to judge that than I am. 

Mr. Aspin. So you would not want to comment on whether you 
thought he was hero or- 

Secretary Weinberger. I think that his war record and the 
medals that he has won is self-evident of great bravery and great 
distinction on the battlefield, and those are virtues that we prize 
highly in the military, and should. But I have no judgment to offer 
on anybody else. I think that’s not my position, and I'm not trying 
to judge anybody else or say anything to characterize their activi¬ 
ties. 

You heard him for many days here, and I think that your judg¬ 
ment on him would be more expert than mine. I have not worked 
closely with him really at all, and I confine my remarks to his war 
record. 

Mr. Aspin. Let me ask you this. There’s an article in the paper 
that quoted, I think it was a Marine lieutenant general, anyway 
that said that leaving aside his situational ethics, that he thought 
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that Colonel North had behaved in a way that was absolutely ex¬ 
emplary of a Marine. What is your comment on that? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I don’t see how you can leave aside 
situational or other ethics. 

Mr Aspin. I'm not sure how you can either. 

Are you concerned, sir, that the result of Ollie North’s testimony 
and the kind of reaction that he got will set off an attitude in the 
military that things like this are OK, are all right to do? Again, 
I'm talking now mainly about shading the truth- 

Secretary Weinberger. No. 

Mi Aspin. —and destroying documents. And if you are con¬ 
cerned about that, what do we do about that? 

Secretary Weinberger. I’m not concerned about it. I have the 
utmost and implicit confidence in the people in the military. There 
are a few individual instances where sometimes that is disappoint¬ 
ed and not fulfilled, but they are very few and far between, and I 
don’t think the military needs any further instruction on how to 
behave or situational or other ethics. 

I think we are extraordinarily well-served by those 2.1 million 
men and women, and I’m very proud to have anything to do with 
them 

Mr Aspin. But you do not believe that—you do believe that all 
people should inform their Commanders in Chief, their superiors of 
what they are doing, that they should in fact tell the truth and not 
shade the truth when they are talking to their commanders and to 
Congress or other forums, and that shredding of documents when 
an investigation is going on is not the right thing to do? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, I believe all those. 

Mr Aspin. I have no more questions for the moment. 

Chairman Hamilton, the Chair recognizes Mr. Broomfield for 30 
minutes. 

Mr Broomfield. Mr. Secretary, welcome. 

Secretary Weinberger. Thank you, sir. 

Mr Broomfield. We are all saddened by the tragic loss of life as 
a result of the helicopter crash yesterday in the Persian Gulf on 
the LaSalle. I know that this must be weighing very heavily on you 
today, and I just want you to know that as far as this member, and 
I ni sure I speak for all the members of this committee, we share 
that concern and sympathy to the families. 

Secretary Weinberger. I appreciate that very deeply sir. Any 
loss always seems like a personal loss to me, and that certainly is 
one of them. 

Mr Broomfield. I know that. Mr. Secretary, I remember very 
well last December when you appeared before the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Broomfield. And at that time you described your limited 
role in this matter of the Iranian arms sales, and you proceeded to 
tell us about your strenuous opposition at that time. 

These hearings have resulted in considerable factual detail, but 
they still have not to my mind greatly clarified the circumstances 
that led to the Iran-Contra affair. The entire problem may have 
risen due to the President’s great concern about the fate of the hos¬ 
tages and because of overzealous staff on the National Security 
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Council, frustrated by leaks and congressional restrictions, decided 
to proceed in extraordinary secrecy. Not only was the leadership of 
the Congress not notified, but even the senior officials of govern¬ 
ment were not informed, and that would even include the Presi¬ 
dent of the United States. 

In these circumstances, the NSC staff, and without supervision, 
was in a position to link the arms sales to Iran, to their secret ac¬ 
tivities in support of the Nicaraguan Freedom Fighters and no one 
else apparently knew. The NSC role in assisting the Contras; the 
infighting, mistrust, the suspicion among the executive agencies; 
and the personalities behind those battle royals probably all make 
good copy, but that isn’t certainly the charter of these committees. 

Mr. Secretary, I feel probably the most impoitant focus of these 
hearings is on the process of government. The real issues are the 
deficiencies which led to the Iran-Contra affair and how we can 
remedy them. 

Now, I have several questions I would like to ask you. I would 
like to get back to the TOW missile sales, because I understand 
that the missiles that were sold to Iran were provided by your 
agency, the Department of Defense, at prices considerably less than 
their true value. 

It is also my understanding that you had the Inspector General— 
apparently they’ve reviewed this. Are you satisfied that any under¬ 
charging that occurred was purely inadvertent? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, I am. Our Inspector General and the 
General Accounting Office I believe both reached that conclusion, 
and I did it as a result of an independent examination made later. 
That deficiency, or the actual price is still at question. 

For example, we believe that we, as a result of all of these errors 
that were compounded when the Army computed the actual price, 
we believe that was %2 x fa million and we have billed the CIA for 
that additional amount. The General Accounting Office, I believe, 
thinks it was $2.1 million and the CIA is quite understandably re¬ 
lying on that, and we are in the middle of a dispute to try to get 
the full amount that we are entitled to back. 

The wrong model number was used and there was improper com¬ 
putation of the packing and the handling charges, and it was a 
series of unfortunate but totally innocent errors. 

Mr. Broomfield. When the CIA sells arms covertly overseas, 
should the Department of Defense provide them at anything less 
than their full market value? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, and we do not. 

Mr. Broomfield. During the unfolding of the Iran initiative, you 
have had an opportunity to try to influence this policy. I guess you 
have had this question put to you an awful lot of times, but I 
wonder if you believe you went far enough in attempting to try to 
change the policy of our government. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, sir, I do. I can't think of anything 
else that might have been done that would have been in anyway 
effective. As we lawyers say, you run out of appeals after a time. 
There are no more tribunals left to appeal to. 

I made these appeals many times and did the equivalent of 
moving for new trials, but unfortunately there was no change in 
the basic decision because of the conviction that this was offered a 
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degree of hope both for hostages and for a better relationship, and 
I was not able to be persuasive enough, and I’m sorry that I wasn’t, 
that that was not possible. 

Mr. Broomfield. I understand that we had Secretary Shultz here 
a few days ago, and he was telling us that your opposition was 
really strong. 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, it was as strong as I could make it, 
and I have been told I can be extremely unpleasant. 

Mr. Broomfield. The Iran initiative, right from the beginning, in 
my judgment, was certainly a flawed policy, as you indicated earli¬ 
er this morning. It just kept going. 

My question is, what do you feel were the driving forces behind 
the Iran program, which continued despite your opposition and the 
reservations of other senior officials? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I think that the continued report¬ 
ing to the President, outside the hearing of anybody else, that 
there was a real chance of getting the hostages, that next week 
there were going to be two and the next week after that there were 
going to be four. If there weren’t two or four, something had gone 
wrong, but it would be corrected the following week, and that these 
were really people in positions of authority in Iran and they were 
very favorable and friendly in these meetings that. I think should, 
never have taken place, so on and so forth. 

I think when this is continually reported as fact, as it apparently 
was, that the cumulative effect of that is to be persuasive, and I 
don’t know because I wasn’t there, but I suspect this was probably 
what was at least a part of the element. 

Mr. Broomfield. Bill Casey was a major force. Do you believe 
that Casey’s motivation was primarily in the recovery of William 
Buckley, the CIA Mission Chief in Lebanon—who, by the way, as 
everybody knows, was brutally murdered? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, he was. I think that was certainly 
part of it. 

Bill felt naturally very keenly about any of his people, as I think 
we all do. But I think he also felt, as he said many times, that he 
was sincerely convinced there was an opportunity for «^gemH«e in¬ 
telligence gain here and that this would be a very useful additional 
source, and provision of materials that would be very helpful to us. 
I think that was one of his motives, but certainly the attempting to 
get Mr. Buckley back was, I’m sure, loomed large in his mind. Yes, 
he is a very compassionate man, as is the President. 

Mr. Broomfield. The President's interests, of course, were pri¬ 
marily in the hostage area—in other words, getting them out? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, that was part of the motive, there 
wasn’t the slightest question. I never heard the President discuss it 
at which he didn’t mention also this other longer range strategic 
concept that we should have, with which everybody agreed, a 
better relationship with a country as important as Iran, and the 
differences came and the feelings that I had expressed manv times 
that that was simply not possible with this present bunch of people 
who were in charge of Iran. 

Mr. Broomfield. Could the Iran initiative possibly be justified, as 
Admiral Poindexter pointed out and others have argued, as a stra¬ 
tegic opening to Iran? 
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Secretary Weinberger. I don't think so for the reasons I’ve men¬ 
tioned many times. You just- 

Mr. Broomfield. In other words, you don’t believe there is any 
moderate element there? 

Secretary Weinberger. I do not. 

Mr. Broomfield. Either before or now or- 

Secretary Weinberger. That’s right, that’s been my feeling from 
the beginning, and all the people that they relied on are people 
who, when the slightest provocation is given, or without any provo¬ 
cation, will pour out just streams of anti-American vituperation 
and anti-Western hostility, and I think that represents their true 
feelings. They do it in the name of religion, but there have been an 
awful lot of atrocities committed in the name of religion and 
they’re committing more of them every day. 

Mr. Broomfield. As Secretary of Defense, you are the highest ci¬ 
vilian official under the President in command of our U.S. military 
forces. The National Security staff also assists the President in 
planning of military operations and we know, for an example, that 
Admiral Poindexter and Lt. Col. North, they played a very major 
role of successful counterterrorist and other operations. 

My question, Mr. Secretary: is the planning process for military 
operations now functioning smoothly? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, I think it is functioning smoothly, 
and I don’t think the National Security Council generally does or 
should plan or carry out operations. But it’s functioning very 
smoothly now because we have one of the finest men in govern¬ 
ment with whom I’ve worked, Mr. Carlucci, and one of the finest 
men in uniform with whom I’ve worked, General Powell, who are 
now in charge of the NSC, and they are operating it, in my opin¬ 
ion, precisely they way it should be. They are giving advice to the 
President. That is based on the assembling of opinions from all 
people in the Government concerned with these matters. They 
don’t have their own agenda. They are not trying to keep things 
from the President that disagrees with that agenda, and it is an 
exemplary operation, and I think very helpful to the President, cer¬ 
tainly very helpful to me. 

The idea of bringing together what are bound to be differing 
views is a difficult but vital art. And Mr. Carlucci is doing it, with 
General Powell, as they have done it in everything else that I have 
ever been associated with them, in a superlative fashion. 

I think what we have now is exactly what we should have. What 
we had before is exactly what we should not have. 

Mr. Broomfield. I couldn’t agree with you more. I think Frank 
Carlucci is a tremendous person and a real asset to the administra¬ 
tion. 

What, in your view, are the proper roles of the Secretary of De¬ 
fense and National Security Adviser in the planning of military op¬ 
erations? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, the planning of military operations 
I think necessarily has to be confined to the military, but the Secu¬ 
rity Adviser and Security Council have a major role to play in serv¬ 
ing as liaison to the President and in relaying his views and in re¬ 
laying the objectives that he has in mind, and general consultation. 
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As I say, what we have now is what I think is exactly what we 
should have. That is, a daily, or frequently more than daily, consul¬ 
tation, discussions of the various options, discussions with me of 
points of view that other people are taking that differ from mine, 
what the President has indicated he feels are the proper paths to 
take, and we share, of course, with the Security Council the de¬ 
tailed results of our planning and where we think particular oper¬ 
ations will take us and what will be involved, the forces involved, 
the possible results, the possible risks, all of this is going on now in 
a full, fair, frank, open interchange, and that’s what you need. 

What was wrong before was a deliberate attempt to prevent in¬ 
formation of that kind reaching the President on this theory that I 
mentioned in that one rather strong memorandum I have here, be¬ 
cause, on the theory that what is presented maybe the President 
shouldn’t hear because it will not agree with the agenda that the 
Security Council or others have, and that does not serve the Presi¬ 
dent well in my opinion. 

Mr. Broomfield. Now, I wonder if, Mr. Secretary, if you would 
explain the changes that have already taken place, because I think 
it’s important to let everyone know that since the Iran initiative, 
the President has made a drastic change in the operation of the 
National Security Council, and I wonder if you would explain it. 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, for one thing I know that the mem¬ 
orandums that I prepare stating my views frequently are requested 
by the Security Council Adviser, the Security Adviser. They’re 
always transmitted to the President. The President, in the meet¬ 
ings that I’ve attended with him, and there are a great many, 
sometimes two or three a day, sometimes four or five a week, in 
those meetings he has obviously read these papers, he has read 
other papers setting out other viewpoints. 

I’m aware of the other viewpoints that are presented. It’s not run 
like some sort of a procedure to try to let somebody win an argu¬ 
ment. It’s designed to present all of the facts to the President. 
There is a much greater feeling of openness. We know when meet¬ 
ings are going to be held. We know when meetings have been held. 
We know what took place at the meetings. It is a sea change, a 
total, 100 percent change. 

Mr. Broomfield. For years it's been the National Security Coun¬ 
cil’s practice for various agencies to detail assigned senior staff to 
the NSC. The Department of Defense has always had a number of 
detailees at the National Security Council. 

Do you think there’s anything inappropriate about having duty 
military personnel serving at the National Security Council? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, not really. I don’t think it should be 
judged on whether a person is in uniform or not. I think it ought to 
be judged on their merits. We have some extraordinarily skilled 
and able people in the military and I see no reason why the Presi¬ 
dent shouldmt have direct access to those people. There's some ex¬ 
traordinarily skilled and able civilians, and he should have access 
to them. I don’t think the rule should be if you are in a uniform, 
you shouldn’t be at the White House or vice versa. 

Mr. Broomfield. I would say it is time to move forward and 
remedy the causes of the Iran-Contra affair. To a great extent, it 
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was the fear of leaks which led to the excessive secrecy within the 
National Security Council. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Broomfield. I think everybody would agree. 

Has the dangers of leaks from Congress prevented special mili¬ 
tary operations from being carried out, in your judgment? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I don’t think in general terms. 
There’s nobody that is immune, I am afraid, in Washington from 
leaking. I don’t think Congress is immune from it, I don’t think the 
executive branch is immune from it. I know the Department of De¬ 
fense, unfortunately, is not immune from it, nor the other depart¬ 
ments of the government. 

I think it is basically not a very good way to do business, because 
I think there were, as far as military operations are concerned, it is 
absolutely vital to maintain the operational security of these activi¬ 
ties. And inevitably in the course of doing it—for example, if oper¬ 
ational plans require that a carrier sail from Norfolk, a very large 
number of people are going to know about that. This does not 
mean that because they know about it, it has to be printed. What 
we are hoping for always is not to try to suppress the information, 
but to try to get a greater sense of responsibility among people who 
do know it isn’t a right to know operational activities that are 
about to take place. 

You are talking really about the KGB’s right to know, and I 
think that should be extraordinarily limited. But we do have a lot 
of people who, if they get information, feel they have to tell it im¬ 
mediately, and others who feel when they get it, they have to print 
it immediately, and I just wish we could have a little more sense of 
the responsibility and of the perils this sometimes causes. 

Now, this is operational security I am talking about. There are a 
lot of stories that come out that may be just embarrassing or un¬ 
pleasant, and I don’t think there should be any restraint or block 
on those unless in one way or another they do damage to the secu¬ 
rity of the country. 

Mr. Broomfield. As you know, there has been a great deal of dis¬ 
cussion in the past few months about a joint Intelligence Commit¬ 
tee. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Broomfield. I think that concept probably is a good first 
step to reduce the number of people having access to sensitive in¬ 
formation. But if Congress is going to require absolute notifica¬ 
tion—and that probably is coming as a result of what has hap¬ 
pened here on the Iran-Contra affair—within a reasonable time—I 
don’t know what that is going to be yet—of all covert activities, I 
want to ask you this question: do you think the President should 
have the option on super-sensitive issues to notify only the four top 
congressional leaders? And that would be the leaders of the House 
and Senate, the four- 

Secretary Weinberger. I think there are extraordinary circum¬ 
stances where that might be necessary. I have in mind, for exam- 

f >le, the invasion of Grenada when a decision was made on, I be- 
ieve, a Sunday night, we had to go in Tuesday morning at dawn, 
and the President notified three, four or five of the congressional 
leadership that Sunday night. I think that operation did not leak 
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out, and I am very glad for the sake of the men and women who 
took part in it that it did not. 

I think there are some, there’s some activities that a very, a lim¬ 
ited notification of the kind you have described would be quite jus¬ 
tified. 

Mr. Broomfield. Some have stated that conducting military ac¬ 
tivities through the CIA is like playing a ball game with your 
second string. Our real experts in military activities, either overt 
or clandestine, are at the Department of Defense. Should Congress 
develop legislation to allow our military experts to participate in 
properly authorized covert activities without—I want to empha¬ 
size—the War Powers Act? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, that is a very basic broad policy 
question, Mr. Broomfield. My own feeling is there are some activi¬ 
ties of the Government which the Department of Defense is well 
capable of carrying out under obviously strict and complete civilian 
supervision. Again, I think that my worry here is that any kind of 
blanket, rigid rule is not apt to serve the Government as well as 
the degree of flexibility, recognizing that nevertheless it is a very 
delicate, sensitive area. 

I would not favor personally anything which said that the De¬ 
partment of Defense never should participate in these affairs, nor 
would I favor a rule that the Department of Defense always has to 
participate. I think that what you want to try to do is assemble the 
most effective resources that you have, the best people that you 
have, and there are many activities that need to be held very close¬ 
ly in view of the operational security or safety of the lives. 

In Grenada, we had about 1,000 American citizens and their lives 
were very definitely at risk. All of these are factors you have to 
take into consideration, and I don’t think there is any blanket rule 
that is, that I could dream up that is applicable to every situation. 

Mr. Broomfield. Do you believe that unconventional warfare is 
one of the most serious new threats facing the United States, and 
as a nation do we need to explore new methods to counter the un¬ 
conventional threat? 

Secretary Weinberger. I think unconventional war is a major 
threat. I think we are developing and have developed a consider¬ 
able capability to deal with that. There are many who feel we need 
to do more, and I am usually one of the ones that thinks we need 
to do most everything, in view of the threats that we have, but I 
think we are developing both weapons and some superbly trained 
people to deal with this very real and growing threat. 

Mr. Broomfield. Mr. Secretary, the Iranian arms sales were 
handled outside of the normal channels. As such, some of the usual 
reviews of the program were bypassed. You have testified in your 
deposition, and you have also mentioned again today that no real 
assessment was done to the effect of the transfer of the arms to 
Iran. In view of the importance of the military developments in the 
gulf, don’t you think that it was necessary to have a thorough as¬ 
sessment of the effects of providing the arms to Iran? 

Secretary Weinberger. Mr. Broomfield, I keep going back and 
asking myself whether or not it would have-rwhat would have been 
accomplished by it. The assessment would have shown 1.4 percent 
of our stocks would go over, that it would have basically not in any 
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sense a significant effect on the capabilities of Iran or the ability of 
Iraq to defend. We could have had that stated in formal language 
as a result of several dozen people looking at it for a long time, but 
those basic arguments involving all those matters were presented, 
and this was a matter that had already been decided. 

So you talk about the full review of procedures and the normal 
review procedures and bringing all the people in, and that is appli¬ 
cable to a situation in which a matter is being prepared for a deci¬ 
sion. This matter had been decided. And so I don’t think that there 
would have been any purpose served except widening very appre¬ 
ciably the circle of people familiar with it, which would have con¬ 
travened the President’s great worry about endangering the lives 
of the hostages. 

Mr. Broomfield. Mr. Secretary, you, probably better than any 
other civilian, understand the U.S. defense and security responsi¬ 
bilities throughout the world. What are the strategic implications 
to the U.S. national defense of having two Soviet client states, 
Cuba and Nicaragua, in the Western Hemisphere? 

Secretary Weinberger. I think they are very, very dangerous, 
and it’s very bad, and a very adverse effect on our ability to defend 
the United States. I have said that repeatedly. 

Mr. Broomfield. How can we maintain a bipartisan consensus to 
do what is necessary to prevent the establishment of another Marx¬ 
ist state in Latin America? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I guess we just have to do more 
and better of what we have been trying to do. And I mentioned this 
morning that the people from whom I have tried to obtain money 
to help the Democratic Resistance in Nicaragua was the Congress 
of the United States, and I spent a lot of time on that, and I am 
sure I have called a lot of you gentlemen in both Houses. And I 
think the hundred million that was voted was vitally needed, has 
been enormously helpful. 

I, obviously, hope that more will be voted in the future. Because 
what you have is a state in Nicaragua that has a stronger military 
than all of its neighbors put together. It is a military strength 
that’s provided exclusively by the Soviet Union with a little help 
from Cuba and Bulgaria and Libya, and people like that. It is be¬ 
coming and well on the way to becoming a base, a second base. One 
Cuba is bad enough, in my opinion, another Cuba on the mainland 
is very bad. 

So I have never had the slightest doubt about the absolute neces¬ 
sity of supporting the people fighting for their own freedom and for 
the promises that were made to them at the time of the Somoza 
Revolution, the Sandinista Revolution against the Somozans, and I 
think that policy is as valid today as it ever was. That was one of 
the reasons I was so horrified to find this so-called or to be told this 
so-called diversion had taken place. Because the importance of not 
having another Cuba right in our own back yard, with all of the 
intelligence-gathering capabilities, with all the ability to interfere 
with our reinforcement convoys, with our trade routes, all of these 
things greatly complicate the task that I am supposed to perform 
at the moment and greatly complicate the future security of the 
United States. 
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So I am a very strong advocate of congressional support in the 
regular normal fashion for military assistance or any other kind of 
assistance to these Freedom Fighters. 

You asked what more we could do, and I wish I could give you an 
answer. We have made countless speeches on the subject, maybe 
that is the trouble. But one way or another, we have not, I think, 
been able to convey the seriousness of this situation and the real 
risk that it runs to the United States, not of Nicaragua invading 
the United States or anything like that, but of the presence of a 
Soviet base in our own back yard, and we have one now, that is 
what Cuba is, it is a big, armed Soviet base, and they gather intelli¬ 
gence, and they can interfere with our convoys, and it would divert 
a great deal of our military assets if we ever had to get in a war in 
Europe to deal with it, and another one would simply double that 
problem, and perhaps more than double it. 

Mr. Broomfield. I think maybe one of the things, benefits from 
these hearings, is the result, I think, of more Americans under¬ 
standing what the problem has been right along, not that they 
would condone what action was taken by the administration. 

I think most people would say it was not only a flawed policy, 
but it was terrible that it happened. 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t disagree with that for a moment, 
but what I worry about is that some way that aberration, that one¬ 
time error, will somehow be translated into some kind of additional 
opposition to the people fighting for their own freedom in Nicara¬ 
gua. 

Mr. Broomfield. I think the most important thing is if the ad¬ 
ministration will take action like they have in the National Securi¬ 
ty Council and make the necessary changes that are required, and 
you are obviously doing that. 

I just want to close by saying I thank you very, very much for 
being here today. You have so many things that you have to be 
watching constantly. I just want you to know that I think you are 
doing a terrific job, and I know that is shared by many members of 
Congress and wish you well, and, Mr. Chairman, I would like to re¬ 
quest the balance of my time be reserved. 

Mr. Courter. Will the gentleman yield for 30 seconds? 

Mr. Broomfield. Yes. 

Secretary Weinberger. Thank you very much. That is very nice. 

Mr. Courter. I thank you very much for yielding. 

I would like to make a friendly proposal to the distinguished 
chairman of the Armed Services Committee, Les Aspin, the com- ~ 
mittee on which I serve, and if he will pay for a poll to find out 
what Oliver North’s opinion is in the military personnel, I will pay 
for a poll to find out what our committee’s representation, or our 
committee’s reputation is among military personnel, as well. 

Mr. Aspin. I would respond to the gentleman. 

I am not sure that is relevant. What I was interested in in not 
the opinion of the military, but the opinion of the Secretary’s. I al¬ 
ready know what the Secretary thinks of the members of the 
Armed Services Committee. I was asking him what he thought 
about Ollie North. 

Secretary Weinberger. I hope you know I have a high opinion of 
the Members of the committee. 
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Mr. Aspin. Let the record show that the Secretary of Defense has 
a high opinion of the Members. 

Chairman Inouye. Congressman Broomfield has 2 minutes re¬ 
maining. 

Senator Sarbanes is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, on the 19th of June in 1985, when you reviewed 
the National Security Decision Directive, you wrote, and I quote, 
“This is almost too absurd to comment on.” And yet 6 months later 
it became the policy of our country, essentially, in terms of the 
proposition contained therein. 

And you have been asked this, but I want to pursue it a little 
more. What kept us moving, what was the driving force? 

Now, let me just—you went to the December 7th meeting where 
you argued very forcefully against it and came back and, as I had a 
very graphic description that this had ended. On the 7th you came 
back to another meeting, the 7th of January, a month later, actual¬ 
ly the President the day before had signed a Finding, Chief of Staff 
Regan thought it was probably in mistake, that it was really a 
draft Finding but in any event, the President had signed a Finding 
to move ahead with sending the arms. 

So when you went into the meeting on the 7th, the President had 
already done that the day before. Did you have a sense at the 
outset of that meeting that the decision had already been made 
that you, in effect, were in a stacked meeting? 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t think at the outset, Senator. But 
as the meeting progressed, and as the points that I made were— 
seemed quite clearly not to be having any effect and from time to 
time were refuted or different viewpoints were expressed, I got the 
impression, as I mentioned, at the end of that meeting, that the 
President had decided the other way. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Now, in questioning of Admiral Poindexter before 
this committee, he was asked, it was pointed out to him that Secre¬ 
tary Shultz and Secretary Weinberger expressed very strong oppo¬ 
sition to this Iranian initiative. “I am curious if on that occasion or 
at any other time, to your knowledge, Secretary Shultz or Secre¬ 
tary Weinberger offered to the President any alternatives for get¬ 
ting the release of our hostages, alternatives to this Iranian initia¬ 
tive,” describing the initiative that was embarked upon. 

“Did they offer any alternatives to the President about how he 
might do it in other than this Iranian play that you were engaged 
inf' 

And Admiral Poindexter responded: “They did not.” 

He was then asked: “At any time after that did they?” 

And Admiral Poindexter said, “No, nor to my recollection any 
time before that. I just don’t think that their staffs had this as a 
high priority item on which they were working and coming up with 
options. The fact is they did not come up with any initiatives. 

Now, recognizing security concerns, I would like you to, within 
that constraint, address this assertion that you did not offer any 
alternatives with respect to the hostage issue. 

Secretary Weinberger. I would have to say, Senator, that I think 
virtually all of those statements that you have quoted are wrong. 
Alternatives were discussed. 
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My staff and the Defense Department regarded this as a very 
high priority, and had alternatives, and those alternatives were 
presented. I am not able to go into them in open session, but I have 
discussed them in the closed portion of the deposition. 

For you personally or, however you would want to do it, in closed 
session, I would be glad to develop them further, but that is simply 
not correct that there were no other alternatives. 

Mr. Sarbanes. I am familiar with the substance of that testimo¬ 
ny, but I thought it was important in the public record at least to 
have—to give you the opportunity to respond to the testimony of 
Admiral Poindexter that you did not offer any alternatives to the 
President with respect to obtaining the release of hostages. 

Secretary Weinberger. I appreciate that opportunity, and I have 
availed myself of it. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Now, as this thing was being driven, did you hear 
the argument made that the safety of the hostages was at stake if 
we did not continue the initiative and continue to send arms? 

In other words, that the situation had reached the point not that 
the sending of arms would get the hostages out, the so-called arms- 
for-hostages exchange, but the failure to send arms would endanger 
the hostages so that just in order to sort of preserve them in the 
state in which they were, arms had to be sent, that we, in effect, 
had become hostage to the hostages. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, I believe there were points made 
like that. There were a lot of arguments back and forth, and the 
point was continually made that we were on the verge of success, a 
point which I disputed all the time because it never, to my knowl¬ 
edge, had actually happened. 

I never connected the release that took place with any of the ac¬ 
tivity that I disapproved of so strongly. But I think that the point 
was probably made that, I think it was more in the context, Sena¬ 
tor, that we have had additional talks, if we could just give them a 
few more TOWs, if we can just do a few more things, if we send 
over people they are convinced are bona fide representatives of the 
United States, then we will get the people out, and these will be 
people we can deal with later, and we have to keep doing this. 

I think it was more in that context, but it is quite conceivable at 
some point someone may have mentioned the point, as you very 
eloquently phrase it, we become hostages to the hostages. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Now, you did not know about the diversion, I take 
it, until November of 1986? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. It was at that meeting that the 
President was told, the 24th, 25th, and I was, he had been told 
either a few hours before that meeting, which was some time in 
the morning or the day before, and he was still extremely angry 
about it and that is the first time I had heard about it. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Looking back on what happened in early 1986, do 
you have any reason to think that one of the driving forces behind- 
embarking on the arms sales to Iran would have been to earn the 
residuals in order to establish a fund that could have been diverted 
to Nicaragua or, in fact, used elsewhere? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. There wasn’t ever any slight sugges¬ 
tion of anything of that kind. There was never any discussion in 
my presence of price. The only discussion there was ever of that is 
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when I instructed General Powell that he was to have the Army 
get full value from the CIA, and I never heard of any negotiation 
between the two agencies. 

We stated the price, as I have said, unfortunately, it was appar¬ 
ently computed wrongly, but we stated the price, the CIA paid the 
bills and the weapons were delivered to them, hut there was never 
any slight suggestion there was any fiddling with the price or any 
adjustment to the price or anything of that kind, and certainly no 
slight suggestion of the Contras being in any way involved in it. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Now, you said in response to Congressman 
Broomfield that the President was hearing for a month the same 
refrain, and you think that shifted his attitude. From whom was he 
hearing it? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, the Security Adviser was in several 
times a day and any other information that the Security Adviser 
wished to bring to his attention was there. We had meetings time 
to time, sometimes once a week on other subjects, not regularly 
scheduled meetings, but I could only surmise that that is what hap¬ 
pened. 

But one way or another, between the December meeting and the 
January meeting, the President seemed to have come to a different 
conclusion in January than he had in December when I felt the 
matter was finished. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Mr. Secretary, you are one of the two, one of the 
four statutory members of the National Security Council: the Presi¬ 
dent, the Vice President, yourself, and the Secretary of State. 

Secretary Weinberger. Right. 

Mr. Sarbanes. And, of course, you head one of the two major de¬ 
partments concerned with national security affairs. I can’t help but 
be struck with the sort of question of simply what was going on 
here ir terms of the operation of the policymaking process in our 
government? 

Let me just give you a few, in a sense, minor instances, but as 
you go through the litany, it causes concern. In the fall of 1985, you 
apparently found out about the United States-Iran talks that were 
going on through intelligence reports from a unit in your own de¬ 
partment and yet when you inquired about it, you were told by 
them that you were not supposed to know about it. 

Secretary Weinberger. That is correct. The White House had 
issued instructions to them that we were not to be on the distribu¬ 
tion list and, as I mentioned, I took very strong umbrage at that. 

Mr. Sarbanes. You were pursuing Operation Staunch and, in 
effect, representing to foreign countries, leaders of foreign coun¬ 
tries, that they should not be sending arms to Iran at a time when 
the United States, I gather both before January, when we moved to 
do it directly, previously doing it indirectly, and in both instances 
you were in this position of pressing a position on foreign leaders 
when our own country was taking diametrically the opposite posi¬ 
tion. 

Secretary Weinberger. I am acutely aware of that, Senator. I did 
not know of it, as I say, until the January decision of the President 
it that had taken place before, but I am acutely aware that that 
was indeed the case. 
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Mr. Sarbanes. You said that the memo that you sent at the end 
of 1986 about the talks that were going to continue with the Irani¬ 
ans— 

Secretary Weinberger. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Sarbanes. You said you had imprecise knowledge about it 
because your information had not come from U.S. sources. 

Secretary Weinberger. That is correct. 

Mr. Sarbanes. So you were in the position as the Secretary of 
Defense of obtaining information about an American initiative 
from foreign sources: is that correct? 

Secretary Weinberger. From intelligence sources. 

Chairman Inouye. May I interrupt. 

The Senate is now in the process of recording a vote and, Mr. 
Secretary, that is why Senator are walking out. 

Mr. Sarbanes. When McFarlane made his trip to Tehran in late 
May of 1986, you said you did not know about that ahead of time; 
is that correct? 

Secretary Weinberger. That is correct. 

Mr. Sarbanes. But you subsequently picked up information 
about it from non-U.S. sources? 

Secretary Weinberger. Information to the effect that there were 
meetings going on with high U.S. representatives and when inquir¬ 
ies were made, why we ultimately learned who it was. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Are you familiar with the PROF notes between 
North and Poindexter that appear in the Tower Report? When 
North suggested to Poindexter before departing for Tehran with 
McFarlane that he and Poindexter have a quiet meeting with the 
President and McFarlane without papers and that Poindexter 
might want to include the Secretaries of State and Defense and the 
Director of Central Intelligence, Poindexter responded negatively, 
“I don’t want a meeting with Ronald Reagan, Shultz, and Wein¬ 
berger.” 

Secretary Weinberger. I became aware of it when I read it in 
that report. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Well, Mr. Secretary, what was going on? What is 
your perception of what was occurring? You are the Secretary of 
Defense, you’re a statutory member of the National Security Coun¬ 
cil. You are charged with major responsibility and, in fact, in the 
command and control function in the case of conflict, have a very 
unique and special responsibility that has been entrusted to you 
and yet here we are with you’re obtaining information about what 
your own government is doing from foreign sources. 

The National Security Adviser in effect is saying, no, we don’t 
want the Secretaries of State and Defense to consult with the 
President. What is your perception of what was taking place in our 
government? 

Secretary Weinberger. Senator, what was taking place, I be¬ 
lieve, is what I described earlier and which I strongly disapprove 
of, that people with their own agenda who thought that this open¬ 
ing was a good thing, who knew that I opposed it and that George 
Shultz opposed it, did not want the President to hear these argu¬ 
ments after the decision had been made or perhaps indeed even to 
the extent that they were made before, I don’t know. 
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But I think that that was basically the problem, and I think that 
people with their own agenda as I have said in the Security Coun¬ 
cil were doing everything they can and maybe their motives were 
good, I don't know, but were doing everything they could to put 
this agenda into effect and one of the ways they tried to do that 
was to keep away from the President views that they suspected, 
quite correctly most of the time, differ with theirs. 

I think it was a very bad procedure, I think it has been complete¬ 
ly corrected now because we have totally different kinds of people 
who have a totally different approach. 

I am not trying to lay blame, or anything, I am trying candidly 
to express to you how I think this situation came about. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Leaving aside whether the intentions were well 
meaning or not, is it not in your view that it is an inexcusable and 
deplorable way to conduct the policymaking process of the-Govern¬ 
ment? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will stand in recess for 10 min¬ 
utes. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will please come to order. 

Without objection, the following exhibits will be entered into the 
record: EM-1 to and including 79; DTR-1 to and including 65; 
CWW-1 to and including 57, with the exception of CWW-40, which 
is presently still to be declassified, and when that is declassified, it 
will be made part of the record. 

[Exhibits EM-1 through EM-79 appear in volume 100-9.] 

The Chair is pleased to recognize Senator McClure. 

Mr. McClure. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, oh there it is, I lost one of my note sheets while I 
was gone to vote. 

Mr. Secretary, there is an area that has been referred to twice, 
once this morning and again just a few minutes ago when Senator 
Sarbanes asked you a question about being cut out of an intelli¬ 
gence report. 

As I recall your testimony, both you and Secretary Shultz had 
been taken off the distribution list. 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I don't know what the extent of the 
so-called initial permitted distribution was, but the information 
that was given to us when we first inquired about it was that I was 
not supposed to be on the distribution list, that this was a mistake. 

Mr. McClure. Don't you think it was a mistake that you were 
taken off? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. That is the point I made with in¬ 
creasing clarity as the time went on. 

Mr. McClure. And I know—and I don’t want to go into it too 
far, but I think it is almost incomprehensible that that could 
happen. 

Secretary Weinberger. It did not happen for very long, but there 
was an attempt to have it happen, yes. 

Mr. McClure. Did you inquire as to how it happened? 

Secretary Weinberger. I was told how it happened and I made 
very strong objections to it. 
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Mr. McClure. Who, who—well, I won’t ask you who told you. 
But you were told by someone that they had received instructions 
to take you off the distribution list? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, not to distribute those messages to 
me, that is right. 

Mr. McClure. And who issued that instruction? 

Secretary Weinberger. It was supposed to have come from the 
White House. 

Mr. McClure. And who .in the White House? 

Secretary Weinberger. I assume from the National Security 
Council, but I have made it very clear to the defense agency in¬ 
volved that they took instructions from us and they certainly were 
under no circumstances ever to accept an instruction that we were 
not to be on the distribution list for any of this for intelligence ma¬ 
terial. 

Mr. McClure. Mr. Secretary, some people have said you are a 
tough administrator. My own reaction is had that happened with 
somebody under my line of authority and they had done that to 
me, they would have been looking for their head. 

Secretary Weinberger. There are some very good people running 
that agency, and we wanted to take advantage of their continued 
expertise, and I am confident that it will not happen again. 

Mr. McClure. I think there are other competent people. You 
know, I can understand why you might like to keep competent 
people around, but I find it just absolutely appalling that somebody 
from the National Security Council can issue an instruction to 
somebody in he Department of Defense that says you are not to see 
the product of their work. 

Secretary Weinberger. I made that same point to them and as I 
say I am confident it will never happen again. 

Senator, you know that there is a certain mystique that goes 
with somebody receiving a call from the White House that says to 
do such and such and there has been a tendency to accept that, but 
I am confident that it will never happen again. 

Mr. McClure. I am confident it won’t either, but I am amazed 
that it could happen once. 

Secretary Weinberger. I was extremely disappointed. 

Mr. McClure. There have been several references to the note 
that you wrote which appears in exhibit 4 in which you said the 
plan is absurd, it makes two assumptions that you found to be 
false: one, that Iran is about to fall; and the second, that we could 
deal with the leadership in Iran. 

Secretary Weinberger. As if it were a rational government. 

Mr. McClure. Then you followed that informal note up with a 
formal memorandum? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. McClure. Yet your formal memorandum doesn’t make 
either of those points. Can you tell me why? 

Secretary Weinberger. Oh, I think it does. I think it makes the 
point that there wasn’t any way we could deal with them on a ra¬ 
tional basis and that the idea of sending any arms as part of an 
attempt to get them should be totally and completely resisted. 

I’ve not got the exact phraseology here, but I think it made the 
point as clearly as I could, Senator. 
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Mr. McClure. I have read that memorandum very carefully and 
it doesn’t make the point that—it doesn't even make any reference 
at all in your formal memorandum as to whether or not Iran is 
about to fall. 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I think—I don’t—haven’t found it 
yet—I did not feel there was any validity to that point. What I did 
feel was it was essential to not under any circumstances transmit 
any arms to them. 

I said that—I have got it right here, I think. “Under no circum- 

-stances^ how e v e r T should we now ease our restrictions on sales to 

Iran. Attempting to cut off arms while remaining neutral on sales 
to either belligerent is one of the few ways we have to protect our 
longer range interests,” and a number of points through here. 

Basically I tried to set out in the memorandum my comments on 
it, all the reasons why I thought that the proposal wouldn’t work. 

Mr. McClure. The note on page 4, in fairness, was not your note; 
it was written by General Powell. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. McClure. But I would judge from the nature of the note you 
had made two primary points very strongly- 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. McClure. When your own written memorandum carried 
that forward, it didn’t make either of the points nearly as strongly 
as you had as it appeared in General Powell’s- 

Secretary Weinberger. I thought I tried to make it clear that we 
couldn’t deal with Iran on any kind of rational basis in the memo¬ 
randum. 

Mr. McClure. There are several references to pricing, but I 
think Senator Sarbanes brought out the fact that there was abso¬ 
lutely no connection between the questions of pricing and the 
desire to generate a net profit. 

Secretary Weinberger. That is absolutely correct; there was not. 

Mr. McClure. Was there any conversation that you recall or any 
meetings which you attended in which there was conversation with 
respect to the replenishment to Israel? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. I don’t recall that aspect of the 
transaction. 

Mr. McClure. Was there any discussion about what the Israelis 
would want in terms of- 

Secretary Weinberger. I am sorry, that is until much later. I 
interrupted you; I am sorry. 

Mr. McClure. That is all right—what Israel wanted by way of 
replacements because, as you indicated earlier, that was an obso¬ 
lete weapon system, and I suspect they wanted the more modern, 
more up-to-date weapon system; is that correct? 

Secretary Weinberger. There wasn’t ever any detail that I 
heard, but when the matter was discussed much later, I think 
there was a suggestion that they wanted the more modern one. I 
don’t really have specific recollection of that, but at the time it was 
alleged to have taken place or did take place, that is their transfer 
to Iran, I had no knowledge of it. 

Mr. McClure. Would you turn to exhibit no. 17, please. 

Secretary Weinberger. Seventeen, yes. Yes. 
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Mr. McClure. Exhibit no. 17 in the center of the page, there’s a 
short question and answer and then following that a short question 
with a longer answer. The question was what costs are the Israelis 
willing to pay for the basic TOWs? And then the answer, which 
goes into some detail about the fair market value of TOWs, $4,900 
to $5,400 depending on age, and to cover the cost of transportation 
and two other modifications of the TOW, one at $9,500 and another 
at about $15,000 each. 

Now, the price that they actually paid would have been about 
enough to cover the cost of the median price range, the first update 
of the TOW, is that correct, as shown here? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. This was not a discussion I had, this 
is, I gather from the note, Mr. North reporting presumably to Mr. 
Poindexter or to Mr. McFarlane, I guess, at that time, some conver¬ 
sations he had had. So that’s what the paper says. I did not see it 
until shortly before this hearing. 

Mr. McClure. And if indeed thev were shopping for TOW IIs, 
the price that Iran paid would not be enough for the replacement 
with that modernized version. - 

Secretary Weinberger. No, the TOW II, the modern current 
weapon, is much more expensive, but there was never any slight 
suggestion of giving them that. 

Mr. McClure. Several references have been made to the ques¬ 
tion of the report with respect to the deteriorating position in the 
war with Iraq, and I think in earlier testimony with Mr. Regan, 
there was reference made to a meeting in w'hich the President 
made the remark that Iran was losing the war, or was about to lose 
the war. I have forgotten the exact quotation of the President in 
that meeting. And I believe it was represented that both you and 
Secretary Shultz were at that meeting, but neither of you under¬ 
took to correct the President’s statement. Do you remember that? 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t recall the President ever making 
a statement of that kind, Senator, no. 

Mr. McClure. You don’t recall that? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. 

Mr. McClure. If a meeting had come up in that timeframe and 
the President had made that remark, would you have undertaken 
to correct him? 

Secretary Weinberger. It is pretty hypothetical, but I would cer¬ 
tainly think so, because I think any statement of that kind would 
be very wide of the mark, as I understood the relative military sit¬ 
uation between the two countries then. 

Mr. McClure. Mr. Chairman, I understand there is a vote on the 
Floor, and I came back in order to be here. I wonder if I might re¬ 
serve the balance of my time in order to make that vote and 
return. 

Chairman Hamilton. The Chair recognizes Mr. Cheney as we 
begin the 10-minute rule. 

Mr. Cheney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, I would like to thank you for your testimony 
before the committee. 

Secretary Weinberger. Thank you. 

Mr. Cheney. You have helped us a great deal, and I have found 
you covered virtually all of the ground I wanted to cover. It is my 
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understanding, as ranking Republican on the House side, that I 
will have the opportunity at the end of your testimony to make a 
closing statement, and, therefore, Mr. Chairman, I would like to re¬ 
serve the balance of my time. 

Chairman Hamilton. The gentleman reserves 14—eh—9 min¬ 
utes, and the Chair recognizes Mr. Fascell. 

Mr. Fascell. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, nice to 
see you again. 

Secretary Weinberger. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Fascell. Mr. Chairman, these hearings have been character¬ 
ized in a variety of ways, but here you are, one of the most power¬ 
ful men in the world, sitting at the witness table with tremendous 
responsibility for our Nation and the free world, and here you are 
voluntarily testifying before a committee of the Congress elected by 
the people of this country. And here you sit discussing important 
policy matters for the whole world to see and for all of the Ameri¬ 
can people to view. 

And the session is an open session. I am sure that somewhere 
that registers on the minds of people somehow. And people who 
watch, listen or read can comment, they can criticize, they can 
laugh, they can cry, they can do anything they want to about how 
they make up their mind. There is a great freedom involved in this 
process, and I know you agree with that. We have the freedom to 
laugh at ourselves, to give and take criticism, just one of our many 
great freedoms. 

And Congress has been no exception to criticism; in fact, some of 
our founders think that is the reason that Congress was created. 
Will Rogers, or was it that great Greek philosopher “Anonymous,” 
who said, “Man is the only creature who has a sense of humor, but 
then man is the only creature that has a Congress.” 

So I am concerned, however, and I raise this, because there has 
been a perception voiced not only in this room, but outside this 
room, that this investigation is some kind of a quirk in the nation¬ 
al psyche, that we are absolutely idiots to periodically engage in 
these bouts of self-flagellation, and these hearings are in some way 
destructive to you or to our security or to our society and our 
Nation and our democratic institutions, and we are causing conster¬ 
nation among our friends and our enemies and the world. 

How do you feel about being here at these hearings, Mr. Secre¬ 
tary? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, Mr. Chairman, I have been testify¬ 
ing before the Congress for almost as long as I can remember, hun¬ 
dreds of hours literally, and I think it is an integral, important, 
and critical part of the whole process and certainly the freedoms 
which you described very eloquently are essentially what we are 
all fighting for, it is what we are all here for, why we are here. I 
have no problem with the Congress conducting hearings into any 
matter that it seems important to them to conduct, and I have 
always tried to, and as I am today, respond as fully and as freely as 
I can, and if they involve some operational security or other matters, 
I ask for a closed hearing. 

But I think that there is a certain amount of puzzlement perhaps 
in other countries, but people familiar with the American system I 
don’t think have any particular question to raise. I think there’s 
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regret, I have regret that I wasn’t more persuasive and the matter 
has to be gone into, but I don’t have regret at the process of going 
into it. 

Mr. Fascell. Mr. Secretary, I know the feeling. Every time, 
many a time, I have always felt there is one more thing I could 
have said that would have done it. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Fascell. And I always think about it at the wrong time, late 
at night after the event is over, perhaps. 

Secretary Weinberger. I think that’s true of any basic argument 
or point than lose, and it ; s like the anthotogist’s cry: “Twish I had 
said that.” But we don’t always get an opportunity to do it. I made 
the points that I wanted to repeatedly, and I simply wasn’t persua¬ 
sive enough. 

Mr. Fascell. Well, Mr. Secretary, an analysis, not total, but cur¬ 
sory perhaps, of the U.S. Information Agency’s Non-partisan Daily 
Digest of Foreign Media Reaction demonstrates, of course, that 
there have been criticisms. That is not surprising. There is a diver¬ 
sity of opinion out there, just as there is in this country, but I want 
to tell you that my reading of this, and I will put all of this in the 
record to give us some kind of a balance, shows that the foreign 
press has been amazingly perceptive of this entire process that we 
are going through right now, and they have a true appreciation of 
our democratic institutions and what this particular process is all 
about, these hearings. 

Take, for example, the July 24 editorial in Senegal’s semi-official 
Le Soleil, which said, “Shultz’s public testimony reveals once again 
those grand democratic virtues of America. In another country all 
of that would have been hidden. Yesterday, like today, two major 
forces forced high officials to speak, the press and the Congress— 
the press by its completely guaranteed freedom, and Congress by 
its obligation and its power guaranteed by the Constitution. 

“These two entities constitute without a doubt the soul of Ameri¬ 
can democracy. What makes America’s greatness is neither its 
power as a state nor its military organization, but the solidarity of 
its institutions which transcend men and their partisan interests.” 

And there are many others, Mr. Secretary. These are just a few 
examples I have got here of both perception, sensitive perception 
and criticism of our process. But all-in-all, both with the criticism 
and the praise and the understanding, the fundamental thing is 
that these people understand the tremendous freedom within 
which we operate, where here you sit astride the greatest military 
colossus in the world and you are a civilian and that civilians who 
have been elected that come from all walks of life, every part of 
this great country, have the right to sit down with you as a man of 
such power and either disagree with you or agree with you and try 
to exchange ideas with you and try to make this whole system 
work, and that is your objective, that is our objective. 

Our military strength, for example, and thank goodness we have 
it, is to maintain the peace. We don’t want to go to war and that is 
the reason you and all of the men and women in the military serv¬ 
ice work so diligently and so hard in order to maintain the peace, 
and we on our side to derive those policies in consonance with you 
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and the Executive in order to maintain the strength and the great¬ 
ness of the democracy that has brought us to where we are today. 

Secretary Weinberger. Mr. Chairman, that is a very eloquent 
and totally accurate statement of the way I feel, and it certainly, I 
want to emphasize, the extraordinary privilege that the President 
has given me of working with this highly dedicated, talented group 
of people in the department, both uniformed and civilian. 

It is one of the glories of our country that we have that. I hope 
everyone realizes that extraordinarily good fortune we have to be 
served by people like that and, as you said, absolutely correctly, ev¬ 
erything we do, everything we buy, everything I ask Congress for 
in our budget is all designed never to be used, and if we can never 
have to use it in war, then I will have considered that we have a 
totally and complete success. 

Mr. Fascell. Mr. Secretary, I want to thank you for appearing, 
for being here, and I appreciate your thoughts about our system, 
and answering all of the questions that you have very forthrightly 
and candidly and to say that you have participated along with us 
in a process which demonstrates not our weakness but our 
strength. 

Secretary Weinberger. Thank you, sir. 

Chairman Hamilton. The Chair recognizes Mr. Hyde for 10 min¬ 
utes. 

Mr. Hyde. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And Mr. Secre¬ 
tary, I join in the accolades of my colleagues. 

I think you have been very helpful to us. We are reaching the 
end of these hearings and we are going to all think about some 
summing up. What did we learn? And that is a prodigious problem, 
just to try to decide beyond who did what, why they did it, what 
conditions existed for making these sorts of decisions possible and 
how can we avoid it in the future. 

And, you know, in trying to understand the reluctance, even the 
hostility, of the military mentality from holding back from Con¬ 
gress essential information about these operations, I have tried to 
put it in context because Admiral Poindexter is a good, honorable, 
decent man, Colonel North, a good, honorable, decent man. And 
others—no sense in going on and naming them. 

What caused them to lie? What caused them to withhold and to 
deceive, to mislead? 

I have thought often it is the concern about leaks and Colonel 
North put it very starkly—lies and lives, whether you are talking 
about hostages or you are talking about Contras. There is a disposi¬ 
tion on the part of some to say, if I don't agree with the policy I 
will talk about it publicly and stop it in its tracks, and that is 
something that I think creates a justifiable paranoia, if such a med¬ 
ical term exists. But I have been thinking going beyond that. Any¬ 
body touched by Vietnam, anybody who experienced it “on the 
ground” as distinguished from “in the air,” on the ground, like 
Colonel North, like Bud McFarlane, has a mind set, inevitably a 
mind set that is directed against the political mind. 

Many consequences of the Vietnam tragedy happened: people 
became isolationists, semi-passivists, Vietnam Veterans Against 
the War, other people become very embittered at politicians and 
they are convinced that it was the loss of political will, the refusal 
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to let our side win, you couldn’t win, you couldn’t lose, you could 
just die over this. 

And that bitterness has stayed with people, with some justifica¬ 
tion. 

Now, here you have against a background of the Bay of Pigs, 
which I viewed as a betrayal, the Vietnam experience, where the 
politicians didn’t have the will to win, and McArthur's brilliant 
words: “There is no substitute for victory,” that is another war we 
didn't win. We didn't lose that one, but we didn’t win. 

This is the first one we lost, the first one we lost. Anybody who 
feels deeply about that, who fought over there on the ground and 
saw people die or who got wounded, has to be touched by them. 

And so they come up here, I remember a memo Bud McFarlane, 
he talked about one politician, one of the few he had respect for 
was in the memo, and I forget who that was, frankly. But I am just 
wondering, as we sit here in judgment on the executive, on the ex¬ 
ecutive, whether we ought to look into our own hearts and wonder 
whether there is something we can do that would dissipate or 
defuse or diminish the opportunities, the occasions for lying to Con¬ 
gress or not communicating with us. 

It isn't so much oversight, as it is input. I think some of us have 
something to offer to the administration, to the executive on, no 
matter how secret the operation. I think something could be 
learned from political consequences. 

But I just think in looking at this situation we have to under¬ 
stand before we adjudge, before we sentence anybody, I think we 
have to put ourselves in the shoes of people who went through that 
experience and who perhaps with justification are embittered at 
the political mind. 

And, secondly, and lastly, what is the bottom line? Can America 
ever be a force for good in the world? 

The old right used to resist intervention because it said we would 
be corrupted by the rest of the world if we intervened over in those 
foreign lands. The new left resists intervention in Central America 
because we will corrupt the countries where we intervene. 

We are a force for evil. I am exaggerating for the sake of empha¬ 
sis, but that overhang is very, very present in political debate 
today. We, the non-interventionists, the isolationists, the quasi-pas- 
sivist notion that we can't be a force for good. 

I believe America is the ultimate force for good in this imperfect 
world that we live in, and I hope that we learn the necessity, the 
urgency, the indispensability of cooperation, of sharing goals, of de- 
politicizing everything we look at and we touch. 

In the words of Henry Jackson, that “in national security mat¬ 
ters, the best politics is no politics,” I think these have been mar¬ 
velous hearings. I think we have learned a great deal about human 
nature. We have more to learn about human nature, about why 
people do things, and hopefully the Presidential monarchists, of 
which I am one, will be educated by the congressional suprema¬ 
cists, of which we have several up here, and somewhere in the 
middle we will reach a balancing, a final balancing as between the 
responsibilities of the President, who should have a longer vision 
than we mere politicians who are too often distracted by an elec¬ 
tion every 2 years, and our parochial interests. 
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These have been great hearings, I think, if only to highlight 
those questions, and you have made a contribution, an immense 
one, and I thank you. 

Secretary Weinberger. Thank you very much, Mr. Hyde. 

Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could make one quick comment on 
that, because Mr. Hyde has made some extraordinarily perceptive 
and correct points. 

I don't think it is generally understood how deeply scared the 
American military was by Vietnam. We should never, ever consid¬ 
er entering any kind of conflict unless it's important enough for us 
to win, and then entering it with the resources that are required to 
win, and if we do anythmgother thanrthat, we are,~i think, betray¬ 
ing the men and women we ask to serve and perhaps to die for the 
rest of us. 

And that was a perception that was not only that the politicians 
at that time were responsible, but that the press were not in any 
sense favorable to the United States. And without in any sense 
passing judgment on whether this was correct or not, this is a feel¬ 
ing which a very large number of people have, and it has led me to 
conclude that we should be cautious about intervention but that we 
should not hesitate to do so if the cause is important enough for us 
to require intervention, but then if it is, to intervene in a way that 
guarantees, to the extent you can in war, that we will prevail. 

But there is that feeling, and that's why I have studiously re¬ 
frained from trying to pass judgment on anybody else except with 
respect to particular actions that involve this whole transaction, 
not their past records or their character, most of whom I think I 
admire and most of whom I think, as you said, are honorable, 
decent people. They had a different agenda. They had a different 
set of ideas, but then a lot of people have a different set of ideas 
than I do. 

Mr. Hyde. And may I just say, Secretary, it is this Member's 
opinion once you are a hero, you are always a hero. You may fall, 
you may falter, you may commit mortal sins and venial sins, but if 
you served your country as well as some of the people we have 
heard here, I would never denigrate their heroism. It is an achieve¬ 
ment that is not easily denied. 

Secretary Weinberger. That's absolutely correct. 

Mr. Hyde. Thank you. 

Chairman Hamilton. The Chair recognizes Senator McClure. He 
is one of the principal questioners and he has 19 minutes remain¬ 
ing. 

Senator McClure. 

Mr. McClure. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, we were discussing, just before I went to the floor 
to vote, the meeting on November 10 when the President made cer¬ 
tain remarks and I've reviewed your notes of that meeting, which 
in formal—or exhibit No. 28 in the formal, typed responses, but I 
want to refer to what I think is exhibit no. 57 in your book, which 
are the notes of that meeting taken by Mr. Keel. If you will refer 
to page—excuse me, taken by Mr. Regan—page 12 of those notes, 
the bottom of the page. Mr. Regan has a reference, the last entry 
on that page is the President: “Side with military superiority, will 
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win, we want to have things even, this helps Iran, which was 
weaker." 

Secretary Weinberger. Which page was this, Mr. Senator? 

Mr. McClure. Page 13, the bottom of the page. 

If I recall your previous testimony, you just don’t remember that 
having been stated. 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I don’t. 

Mr. McClure. And your note, which is exhibit no. 28, doesn’t 
have any reference to it at all, so your memorandum conforms to 
your memory as you recited it to us today. 

Mr. Secretary, how long have you known the President of the 
United States? 

Secretary Weinberger. Oh,7 guess over 20 years. 

Mr. McClure. You became acquainted with him when? 

Secretary Weinberger. In California in, I guess, very early 1960s 
when he was one of the few people who would do anything to help 
the political party to which I belonged and which I was an officer 
at that time. He would go anywhere, do anything we asked, and 
make extraordinary, effective speeches and actions. 

Mr. McClure. You have been described by various people in var¬ 
ious ways, but one I want to make reference to right now is the 
fact that you probably have known the President longer and more 
closely than anyone now in his Cabinet or in his close administra¬ 
tion. 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, that may be, and I would only add 
I have an increasingly greater admiration for him all the years I’ve 
known him and nothing that has ever happened has changed that 
or will change that. 

Mr. McClure. Why, in view of your long association and the ob¬ 
vious respect and friendship that he shows and holds for you, why 
did he reject your advice and accept that of others? 

Secretary Weinberger. There’s no requirement anyone, old 
friend or new friend, take anybody else’s advice. The President was 
elected by enormous majorities of his fellow citizens to make deci¬ 
sions. He, I felt, was entitled to the advice. 

He was kind enough to suggest right after he was first elected I 
could help him, and I came back only for that purpose, not having 
expected to return to Washington any more, and I do that in the 
best way I can, giving advice that seems to me to be correct, but I 
have never felt he is under any compulsion or requirement to 
accept that advice, and my respect and admiration for him never 
changes whether he accepts it or not. I just happen to think he is a 
great man. 

Mr. McClure. I don’t disagree with that assessment at all, al¬ 
though I agree with you and not with him on the judgment he ar¬ 
rived at in this particular instance. 

You made some reference earlier to the fact somewhere between 
the December meeting-—January meeting, he changed his mind? 

Secretary Weinberger. That seemed to me to be apparent, yes. 

Mr. McClure. I think in response to Senator Sarbanes’ question, 
you indicated one of the reasons you had in your mind or have now 
in your mind as to why he may have done that is that others, and 
particularly the National Security Adviser, had daily access to him 
and you didn’t, daily contact with him? 
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Secretary Weinberger. I had access whenever I wanted. I tried 
to use it sparingly, but they- 

Mr. McClure. I'm sorry I used the term “access.” I should have 
saM daily contact with hiim And you did not. 

Secretary WEIMfcEft&ER. I think that given the strong desire of 
the President to do something about the fate of our hostages, to get 
them out, given the completely correct conclusion that I thought he 
reached, that it would be a very important thing for our security to 
get a better relationship whenever we could with Iran because of 
its geographical and strategical location, situation, I think he was 
receptive to this, and I can only speculate, because I was not there, 
but I can only speculate that there were repeated suggestions that 
pursuing this initiative would result in the goals that the President 
had, and that there were new evidence and one of these dreadful 
people over there had said something good one day or had modified 
his hostility or thought that three hostages would be coming out in 
a short time and the constant drum beat of this may very well 
have led the President to conclude that there was a chance for this 
thing to work. 

I had argued that it wouldn’t, and he heard that He was perfect¬ 
ly entitled to make his own, reach his own conclusions. 

Mr. McClure. I want to talk a little bit more about the process 
and then I am want to change subjects. 

But on the process, a great deal has been said in earlier testimo¬ 
ny about compartmentalization as a means by which you protect 
the security of any ongoing operation that is secret. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. McClure. I think ycu understand that term and the necessi¬ 
ty for it. 

Can you conceive in your mind of any circumstances in which 
compartmentalization would exclude responsible Members of the 
Cabinet? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I think that you can carry compart¬ 
mentalization too far, and I think that it probably was in this case 
without any question. 

Mr. McClure. How about compartmentalization that would ex¬ 
clude the Joint Chiefs of Staff? 

Secretary Weinberger. I think that would be wrong, too, if it 
were a matter in which they were intimately involved. They are 
not involved generally in policy decisions. 

They perform the extraordinarily important necessary role of 
preparing and committing and planning to commit in a way that 
will bring success to our military forces to policy decisions made by 
the President. 

So there are many matters on which there is no particular need 
for full consultation on the policy aspect of it. But there is no way 
that the military aspects of operations that once decided on by the 
President could be successfully carried on without the full knowl¬ 
edge of the Joint Chiefs. 

Mr. McClure. Mr. Secretary, let me change now to the other end 
of this inquiry and that is the Contra policy. 

You have been asked very few questions today about your view 
of Central American policy and the necessity for assistance to the 
Contras. 



198 


I am sure you have views. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, very strong views. 

Mr. McClure. Would you care to comment? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well I just think that it is absolutely es¬ 
sential that we support in a visible, open way people who are fight¬ 
ing for their own freedom, freedom that was promised to them by 
the Sandinistas and denied to them. 

There is no freedom of any kind as we understand it in Nicara¬ 
gua and that is a very serious aspect. 

There is another very serious aspect and that is the denial of 
freedom to the people who were promised it is coupled with a total 
adherence to and subservience to the Soviet Union and the very 
large military machine that the Soviet Union has bought, paid for, 
and supplied and placed in Nicaragua constitutes, I think, a real 
threat to us as any Soviet base in our hemisphere would. 

And that is a source that I am very disturbed about, and I think 
it is very important that we do everything we can to help the Con¬ 
tras from both points of view. 

I think that help obviously should be done by appropriation by 
the Congress, and I have talked with many Members here repeat¬ 
edly urging that they support the President’s request, $100 million 
last year, the actual request this year is $105 million. 

My understanding is it is going to be increased, and I hope the 
increased sum will be voted. I think it is absolutely vital. 

I think it is even more vital now that all these attempts or what¬ 
ever it was that were made to assist in non-straightforward means 
that are provided for in our regular statutory framework, that 
none of that distract us from the basic importance and essential 
correctness of the requirement of supporting the Democratic Resist¬ 
ance in Nicaragua. 

Mr. McClure. What is the relative level of support, military sup¬ 
port that comes from the Soviet Union to Cuba and Nicaragua 
compared to the military support the United States is providing to 
the Resistance forces in Nicaragua? 

Secretary Weinberger. Oh, probably, 10, 15, 18 times to 1, and it 
is going up. There are more—there are many more tons of military 
cargo being shipped this year than last year, and that is continuing 
generally on an increasing scale. 

Some months it levels off, but at the end of the year, it is consid¬ 
erably more than the previous year. 

Mr. McClure. So much for glasnost. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. McClure. Mr. Chairman, may I reserve the balance of my 
time? 

Chairman Hamilton. Senator McClure reserves 8 minutes and 
the Chair recognizes Mr. Courter. 

Mr. Courter. Mr. Secretary, it is good to have you here. 

Someone quoted Will Rogers and I am just going to start out by 
quoting Yogi Berra. It had to do with how to get rich in the stock 
market. 

He was asked how you buy stocks and make out very well. He 
says, “Well, there is one simple trick. When it goes up, you sell. If 
they go down, you don’t buy.' 1 
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Obviously it is very difficult to know when they go down. In this 
particular situation, referring to the continuing episode of weapons 
sales to Iran, it seems to me that there came a time someplace 
along the road that it was pretty obvious the stock wasn’t going up, 
that it was going down and you had to cut your losses and get out. 

I have asked generally this question before and I’m going to ask 
it of you—I ask it of Secretary Shultz and I would like to have you 
take a crack at it as well. 

What type of process change inside the White House do you 
think is necessary in order to make sure that these very controver¬ 
sial operations that have substantial risks that are not basically 
showing the benefits that were originally attributed to them are re¬ 
viewed on a periodical basis? 

Part of the problem here is that in the very beginning, it looked 
like to the President a bad idea. He was persuaded that it was a 
good idea in a very short period of time. 

The operation began and if someone had reviewed this thing on a 
periodical basis, that was not a total and complete diehard advo¬ 
cate, I think we would have reassessed this long before 11 or 12 
months went by. 

I would like you to field that question if you would. 

Secretary Weinberger. I think primarily I think you need to 
have people advising the President, people in the National Security 
Council who want to have things reviewed, who do not feel that it 
is their agenda and they don't want anybody to interfere with it or 
to block it or to stop it or to look at it again. And that is exactly 
the situation we have now. 

We have people who want to have these things reviewed and who 
do review them and who, if any of us want to have then reviewed 
or a particular point made, we could get that with a single tele¬ 
phone call. 

I think what we need is essentially what we have now so that it 
is not so much a matter of process as it is a matter of getting the 
people in who believe firmly that they serve the President best by 
getting all of the facts before the President and giving him the op¬ 
portunity to make informed decisions about these critically impor¬ 
tant matters that the people have entrusted to him. 

Mr. Courter. So basically if I can summarize your answer in dif¬ 
ferent terms you are talking about personnel, a change and re¬ 
quirement to have good people rather than a process or structure 
change at the White House? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. I don’t think any fundamental 
structural change is needed now. I think what we have now is ex¬ 
actly what we should have and what we have needed. 

As I say, I have unbounded admiration for Mr. Carlucci and Gen¬ 
eral Powell and others who are there, and I think they serve the 
President extraordinarily well. 

Mr. Courter. You indicated in your testimony that you kind of 
disagreed with Secretary Shultz about moderates in Iran. You 
thought all of them would have been killed who basically were not 
in existence, and that, therefore, any type of an effort, whether it 
be through the medium of selling weapons or not for rapproche¬ 
ment with Iran was doomed to failure. It was folly. 
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I would just like to know whether your opinion is that there is 
no pragmatic elements in Iran that may seek and gain influence 
and power in the near future after the Ayatollah's demise or after 
he is out of power, pragmatists that may not believe in our form of 
government or may not love the United States, but pragmatists 
that recognize the Soviet Union is not far away, individuals in Iran 
that recognize that both the United States and Iran have a 
common interest in reducing Soviet influence in that part of the 
world. 

Secretary Weinberger. Mr. Courter, I think there may well be 
some people like that. I don’t think they are in government. I don't 
think they would be allowed to remain in government, and I have 
no evidence that there is any organized or substantial, if you like, 
group of people, certainly no one in power at the moment, who has 
anything except venomous hatred to the United States and behaves 
in a thoroughly fanatical and irrational manner as far as the 
United States is concerned. 

I would like to have things differently. I just haven't seen at this 
point any possibility of any kind of rapprochement or opening to 
Iran as it is presently constituted. 

I think that is very unfortunate, because it is a—strategically sit¬ 
uated geographically—situated in a way that makes it an extraor¬ 
dinarily important country for both the East and the West. 

It was vastW different when we had the kinds of relationship we 
did with the Shah and we recognized that by helping to strengthen 
the armed forces of Iran. 

Sadly, that was all lost and we now have a very difficult situa¬ 
tion that I would like to change, but I don’t think you are going to 
change it by the people in office in Iran now or anyone who is pres¬ 
ently on the horizon there. 

Mr. Courter. Our human intelligence, I would imagine, without 
going into classified information, is probably not so good in Iran if 
it exists at all, and it seems to me that if we don't have that type of 
intelligence on the ground in Iran, it would be very difficult to say 
that there is nobody in the Government or that may be in the Gov¬ 
ernment that may not have a different opinion than the particular 
rulers they have now. 

Secretary Weinberger. I can only give you my impression based 
as it is on all of the information that is available to me that I have 
read and the conclusions that I have formed. 

As I say, I wish that it was otherwise, but I cannot in any hones¬ 
ty tell you that it is. 

Mr. Courter. Mr. Secretary, if I could shift your attention for 
just a few moments on another thing, Presidential Findings, we 
have heard a lot about Presidential Findings. I am one that be¬ 
lieves that they should be in writing. There shouldn't be a thing 
such as an oral Finding. I think the memorialization of that type of 
a decision is absolutely essential. 

I think there are some people, however, who testified, and they 
may have a point, that their concern is if we draft statutory re¬ 
quirements or if there are bureaucratic rules attached to an ex¬ 
panding of the number of entities, agencies, offices, or individuals 
that have to check off on Findings, the desired goal of secrecy may 
be compromised. 
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I wondered whether, in your opinion, whether you can testify as 
to the ideal group of people that would be involved in a Presiden¬ 
tial Finding. 

Is this something that State should always be involved with, 
something that the Attorney General should always review? 

^ Is it something that I think it was Secretary—I think it was Don 

check off on? Do you believe that the CIA should check off on Pres¬ 
idential Findings, the National Security Adviser to the President, 
perhaps individuals in Congress—where do we go and what is your 
opinion on that? 

Secretary Weinberger. Most of the Findings with which I am fa¬ 
miliar have been through the process essentially that you describe. 
I would find it hard to believe that there could be a situation in 
which a Finding was made by a President with respect to covert 
action in which the State or the Defense Department should not be 
involved, the Security Adviser should certainly be aware, the At¬ 
torney General should—views should be taken, but this is still a 
pretty narrow circle. 

Again, I think the matter should be decided on the facts and the 
requirements of each situation. 

But certainly I think any decision is going to be better if it is—if 
a number of viewpoints are obtained and the balance has to be 
struck. 

It is a difficult question, but you do have to strike the balance, 
because frequently the whole purpose of a Finding can be negated 
and frustrated if it becomes very widely known and the objects of 
the Finding are thoroughly familiar with it. 

We have to utilize our great advantage of freedom in a way that 
doesn’t hurt ourselves. 

It is always a nice balance that has to be struck, but among the 
people you listed, I would think all of them should be familiar with 
Findings at all times, and I believe there is a new procedure which 
Mr. Carlucci has instituted in the Security Council with respect to 
Findings that essentially makes that same point. 

Mr. Courter. Directing your attention to following up on Sena¬ 
tor McClure’s questions and a couple of other questions directing 
on Central America, particularly Nicaragua, and indeed all of Cen¬ 
tral America some people say that it really doesn’t have a part to 
these hearings. I think it does. I th ink prob ably withou t the diversion 
we wouldn’t be here today. 

The money that was diverted from the weapons sale intiative to 
Iran was sent to help the Resistance —the Democratic Resistance in 
Nicaragua. 

My question of you is a military one and intelligence one and 
maybe you have opinions on it that are based on assessments in 
the communities that you deal with on a regular basis. 

We do know that Nicaragua, I think it is generally understood, is 
under a situation whereby totalitarianism is spreading dramatical¬ 
ly, that the country is consolidating under a regime that will be a 
puppet to the Soviet Union and Cuba and the question I have is, if 
we do nothing, if the Contras fade into the sunset, they cease to 
become any type of a viable or political military entity in that par¬ 
ticular country or that part of the world, what in the estimate of 
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the Defense Department or the estimates that you read from other 
important intelligence-gathering agencies would be the future of the 
fragile democracies in Central America? 

Secretary Weinberger. I think it would be greatly endangered. 
You have to bear in mind, Mr. Courter, that all our attention has 
been focused on Nicaragua and the dictatorship that is there and 
all the undesirable^ractices there. 

You made a good point in alluding to the fragile democracies 
around it. Everyone of those neighbor countries is now basically a 
democratic country: Honduras, Guatemala, Costa Rica, El Salvador, 
these are countries that have had attempts made to turn them into 
dictatorships many times in the past. 

Every one of them now is a democracy. It is a fragile democracy. 
Their combined forces are outnumbered, 2, 3, 4 times to one by the 
Nicaraguan military supplied and furnished by the Soviets. 

I feel that if there is no Resistance, if there is no attempt to turn, 
to being democracy into Nicaragua, that we will not only have an¬ 
other Soviet base on the mainland in Nicaragua, but that the 
future of all of those countries is substantially imperiled and I 
think they think so, too. 

That is one of the reasons, for example, that Honduras has been 
receptive to the ideas of our assistance in a number of ways, and I 
think that they would simply not be able to continue to exist very 
long, because basically the Soviet history and the Soviet history of 
the way they use their puppet states is to make expansions, and I 
would see in a fairly short time if we did absolutely nothing that 
we would have not only the Soviet base in Nicaragua, but it would 
be an expanded base and one that could add very seriously to the 
complications of defending the continent and require us to divert a 
large number of our forces back into this area, which is another of 
the Soviet goals. 

They have been trying ever since the foundation and formation 
of NATO to break it up and to decouple the United States from 
Europe, and this is another way they could succeed. 

So all of these are considerations that I have in mind, that we 
have to have in mind, I think, when we consider the problem of 
whether or not there should be assistance to the democratic groups 
fighting for their freedom in Nicaragua and I come down unequivo¬ 
cally on the side that we should help them, open and above board, 
with funds appropriated by the Congress in sufficient amount. 

Courter. I know you do. I agree with you. 

Thank you very much for your testimony. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Secretary, it has been a long day—the committee will stand 
in recess until the police restore order. 

[Recess.] 

Secretary Weinberger. Mr. Chairman, I was about to make you 
an offer to stay until 8 or 9 o’clock tonight. 

Chairman Inouye. We’re in recess now. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will please come to order. 
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We will stand in recess until 9:00 o’clock Monday morning, and I 
can assure you, Mr. Secretary, we will he through by 1:00 p.m. 
Monday. 

Secretary Weinberger. Thank you very much, sir. 

(Whereupon, at 4:45 p.m., the Select Committees recessed, to re¬ 
convene at 9:00 a.m., Monday, August 3, 1987.] 
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The Select Committees met, pursuant to call, at 9:00 a.m., in 
room 325, Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Daniel K. Inouye 
(chairman of the Senate Select Committee) and Hon. Lee H. Hamil¬ 
ton (chairman of the House Select Committee) presiding. 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will please come to order. 

Good morning, Mr. Secretary. 

CONTINUED TESTIMONY OF CASPAR W. WEINBERGER, FROM 
JULY 31 

Secretary Weinberger. Good morning, sir. 

Chairman Inouye. Chairman Hamilton? 

Chairman Hamilton. The Chair recognizes Mr. DeWine for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. DeWine. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Good morning, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Weinberger. Good morning, sir. 

Mr. DeWine. We’ve getting near the end. I am sure we will be 
able to conclude this morning. 

Mr. Secretary, let me just ask you a few broad, general policy 
questions as we wind these hearings down to get your opinions 
about them and to maybe cap your years of experience in govern¬ 
ment and the Cabinet. 

First, let me ask you about the suggestion that has been made 
about the possibility of having Senate conformation of the NSC Ad¬ 
viser and also, as you answer that, if you could comment, if you see 
there is a need for any kind of statutory change in the makeup of 
the NSC. 

Secretary Weinberger. On Senate confirmation, Congressman, I 
don't know that it would make any very major difference. I think 
the people that the President chooses are people that he feels confi¬ 
dent with, people whom he feels comfortable with, and that Senate 
confirmation would certainly be a process which would re-examine 
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and complement, perhaps, the investigative process that the execu¬ 
tive branch themselves had conducted. 

I think there would have been no refusal of confirmation of any 
of the people who’ve served as National Security Adviser. So I 
wouldn’t feel very strongly one way or the other about it. 

I wouldn’t at this point see any need for any statutory changes. 
As I have said, I think it is important that the National Security 
Council staff not engage in operations. I think what you really 
need is essentially what we have now and what we have now are 
some of the very best people that I have ever served with in gov¬ 
ernment over many, many years. 

Frank Carlucci, General Powell, Bill Webster now at CIA, all of 
these are extraordinarily able, dedicated people with a very keen 
understanding of the relationship between the branches and with a 
very strong desire to serve the President, to serve him as well as 
they can, and so I don’t see any need at this point for any statutory 
changes. 

I think we are just very fortunate now to have the kind of people 
in who are doing what in my opinion is precisely the role of the 
National Security Council. 

Mr. DeWine. Let me move on to another area. There have been 
specific and general proposals about changing the notification re¬ 
quirements to Congress in regard to covert activity. One proposal is 
that there be a specific time limit on that notification. 

Do you have any comments on that? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, not really. The requirement, I 
guess, at the moment is for something called “timely notification.’’ 

I have no problem at all with notification to a small group of the 
leadership people. The thing that I worry about mostly are a few 
things that involve operational security. 

We have had three or four of them recently. We have one actual¬ 
ly underway now, of course, in the gulf where operational security 
is a major factor. 

There has been full notification on that, and no problems that I 
know have arisen from that notification. 

I think there are some very sensitive activities which we will 
have to engage in in this kind of world, and I think a limited notifi¬ 
cation to the leadership of the House and Senate or the leadership 
of the Intelligence Committees would serve both purposes. 

Generally speaking, I think the notification ought to be given 
within a short time after the conclusion is made by the President 
that a particular activity has to take place. 

Mr. DeWine. Do you have any general—any comments, though, 
about writing it into the statute with a specific time certain wheth¬ 
er there would absolutely be no flexibility under any conditions? 

Secretary Weinberger. I do have problems with the rigidity and 
inflexibility, because its so impossible to try to predict precisely the 
kind of operation you are going to have. 

It may be if there was a 48-hour requirement, we would—in 48 
hours be doing something very, very critical. 

I think timely is a perfectly good word. There can be certainly 
definitions of it that could narrow it down, and again, if the notifi¬ 
cation that ordinarily is given to a wide group of people, if it is ap- 
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propriate to narrow down that, why then I wouldn’t have any trou¬ 
ble reallv with the time. 

I think anything that fixes a rigid time or an inflexible time is 
not a very good thing. 

Mr. DeWine. Mr. Secretary, my good friend Henry Hyde has pro¬ 
posed a bill which has obtained a number of cosponsors which 
would combine the Senate and House Intelligence Committees, cut 
down the number of staff, cut down the total number of people 
serving on that committee. 

Would you think that would be a good idea? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, this early, yes, but I think that 
again you would have some situations in which more staff, inaj'b^ 
fewer staff would be needed, but I think that anything that nar¬ 
rows the circle basically on these very sensitive activities is prob¬ 
ably a step in the right direction, because the wider the circle— 
without impugning anybody’s motives or morals or anything else— 
the wider the circle, the more the chance is that those who should 
not know, those in whose interest it is in only doing harm to the 
United States ultimately do get to know. 

We have our free society. We should never change a bit of it. But 
it does mean we need to be extra vigilant so that we don’t imperil 
things that have to be done in this kind of a world. 

Mr. DeWine. You have been very eloquent in the last few days 
in your testimony about the aid to the Contras. Could you specifi¬ 
cally comment about the advantage or disadvantage of going to 
maybe a 2-year appropriation—a longer period of time? 

Secretary Weinberger. I am strongly in favor of 2-year appro¬ 
priations and 2-year budgets. Our Department, as you know, 
turned in a full-scale, 2-year budget in January of this year. I wish 
there would be consideration given to both years. 

I wish there would be consideration given to the first year be¬ 
cause what we really need is to have some kind of early determina¬ 
tion, and if you could have a 2-year budget for all of these activi¬ 
ties, defense, security activities, indeed for the government, I think 
it would be very much better. 

This wouldn’t narrow congressional oversight. It wouldn’t mean 
that the Congress couldn't come back and review the second year, 
anything of that kind. 

But the advantages of knowing what you have, what you can 
deal with, and knowing that far in advance are really enormous. 

You can do—you can accomplish very much greater things. You 
can save a lot of money, and again, we have to contrast it with the 
Soviet system where four or five people in the Kremlin can decide 
not only how much they are going to spend, but what they are 
going to do for 5 or 6 years. 

Sometimes I am lucky if I know what we can do 2 weeks from 
now. 

Mr. DeWine. Mr. Secretary, I want to thank you for your testi¬ 
mony and also thank you very much for your many years of serv¬ 
ice to this government. 

Secretary Weinberger. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. DeWine. As we close down these hearings, at least the public 
phase of the hearings, or at least appear to today, it just seems to 
me, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Secretary, some things are very clear. 
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One is that we had a policy, arms to Iran, that, as you pointed 
out, was clearly a mistake. It was seriously not only a serious mis¬ 
take to have the policy, the implementation of that policy was seri¬ 
ously flawed, as well. 

It is clear, also, from the evidence that we have heard that there 
was lying and deception by officials when this story was breaking. 

There were, however, some good things that we can say. The At¬ 
torney General’s performance in a 6-day period of time in my opin¬ 
ion, while itrwasn't perfect, xlid gelrthe basicr job done.- 

Basic facts got out. We have learned some more facts from these 
hearings, but the essential facts, the diversion memo, for example, 
was found by Brad Reynolds of the Justice Department. 

I think there also—that the evidence is very clear—that this Presi¬ 
dent learned from history. And I think it is very important that 
that happened. This President of the United States did learn from 
history. 

He immediately, once Mr. Meese came to him with the essential 
facts, ordered the Attorney General to carry out the investigation, 
what I refer to as the quick 6-day investigation that uncovered the 
basic facts. 

The Tower Board was appointed by this President. Independent 
counsel was appointed. And there was clearly cooperation with 
Congress. And I would say unprecedented cooperation if you look 
at the specifics. 

I think it is unprecedented a President would allow his personal 
diary to be looked at, that the applicable—the pertinent sections of 
that diary could be referred to by the committee or at least seen by 
the committee. 

I think it is also very, very unusual, as you have pointed out, that 
Cabinet officials would be instructed by the President to come to 
Capitol Hill to discuss their advice to the President of the United 
States and to discuss further what the President said back to them. 

I fully understand why the President did it. I don’t disagree with 
him. But as I pointed out earlier, and as Mr. Hyde has pointed out, 
Mr. Cheney has pointed out, we have got to be careful that we 
state publicly this cannot be and should not be a precedent. 

Finally, I think the thing—one other thing I have learned from 
these hearings that has been very interesting and I think necessary 
for us to fully understand what happened is that U.S. officials who 
were working in Central America, who were either down in the 
field or who had that as their assignment, felt what they described 
as a moral imperative, a moral imperative to keep the Contras 
going. 

That does not justify some of the things that went on, but it ex¬ 
plains it and allows us, I think, to have a better handle on the 
story and a better feel for the story. I don't think we can fully un¬ 
derstand that unless we understand that moral imperative they 
felt when the Contras, they felt, were sinking and Congress was, in 
fact, not during that period of time, giving aid. 

Let me close, if I could, Mr. Chairman, on a personal note. 

I became involved in this whole Iran situation, Iran-Contra deal, 
back in December. I was involved because I was a member of the 
Foreign Affairs Committee. And one of my friends and colleagues 
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came out of a hearing and made the statement that in his opinion 
the evidence was the President knew about the diversion. 

I took objection to that. I objected to that, went on TV. Some 
people interpreted that as defending the President and maybe in a 
sense it was. 

But that was not my specific intent. My specific intent was to 
say, as I did at the time, let’s wait. Let’s wait until we get the basic 
facts out. Maybe they will show it. Maybe they will show the Presi¬ 
dent knew about the diversion, maybe they won’t show that. 

The evidence now, some months later, 7, 8 months later, after we 
have heard from hundreds of witnesses, after we have looked at 
thousands of documents, after we have spent several hundred 
hours in testimony, clearly is that the President of the United 
States did not know about the diversion. 

The evidence clearly is that the President of the United States 
did not authorize the diversion. 

In summation, there is and was no smoking gun. That is very 
clear after this evidence. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, let me just conclude by saying this: after 
listening to the evidence, after hearing all of the testimony, the dif¬ 
ferent witnesses that have been in front of us, I think it is clear 
that with very few exceptions, most of the witnesses and really 
most of the actors in this story were motivated by good intentions. 

They thought what they were doing was correct. And while this 
story may not reveal, may not show us very many heroes, it is 
equally true that it doesn't show us very many villains- 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you very much for the extension of time. 

Mr. Secretary, thank you. 

Secretary Weinberger. Thank you. 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you sir. Senator Rudman. 

Mr. Rudman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good morning, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Weinberger. Good morning, Senator. 

Mr. Rudman. I found your testimony very interesting in terms of 
your vehement opposition to this entire plan back at the time it 
was first briefed to you. It is kind of interesting—I don’t know, Mr. 
Secretary, if you have seen this morning’s papers, but on the front 
page of many of the national papers is a quotation from Mr. Raf- 
sanjani from the Islamic Republic News Agency. 

It says, amongst other things, just attacking the United States 
and recommending retribution against us in the gulf, this rather 
interesting statement, “We, as soldiers of God and implemented of 
divine principles, oblige ourselves to avenge these martyrs by up¬ 
rooting Saudi rulers from the region.” 

Of course, as you know, from what you have learned from the 
Tower Board and these hearings, Mr. Rafsanjani was the ultimate 
moderate that was going to he reached by all of these negotiations. 

Since you have so much more experience than most of us in 
these matters, Mr. Secretary, if Mr. Rafsaniani is a moderate, 
would you like to define the word “extremist” for me? 

Secretary Weinberger. How long do I have, Senator? 

No. That is a very good example that you have cited of the kind 
of people that some thought we could deal with. We simply cannot 
deal with people like that. 
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Mr. Rudman. Mr. Secretary, I am very disturbed by one section 
of the Tower Report. 1 want to say at the outset that I think that 
the Tower Commission did an excellent job in very limited time. 
They, of course, did not have access to some of the key witnesses in 
this hearing, and it was looking at those witnesses in focus that 
have finally given us, I believe, a pretty complete picture of what 
happened. I particularly think that they were a bit premature in 
their judgment of certain Cabinet officials. 

I want to just read a statement to you which I am sure you are 
familiar with. It says, “Given the importance of the issue and the 
sharp policy divergences involved, however, Secretary Shultz and 
Secretary Weinberger in particular distanced themselves from the 
march of events. Secretary Shultz specifically requested to be in¬ 
formed only as necessary to perform his job. Secretary Weinberger 
had access through intelligence, the details about the operation. 
Their obligation was to give the President their full support and 
continued advice with respect to the program, or if they could not 
in conscience do that, to so inform the President. Instead, they 
simply distanced themselves from the program. They protected the 
record as to their own positions on this issue. They were not ener¬ 
getic in attempting to protect the President from the consequences 
of his personal commitment to freeing the hostages.” 

Then it goes on and then it concludes, “Finally, Director Casey 
and, to a lesser extent, Secretary Weinberger should have taken it 
upon themselves to assess the effect of the transfer of arms and in¬ 
telligence to Iran on the Iran-Iraq military balance and to transmit 
that information to the President.” 

Now, as one who, I am sure, shares your view that our Cabinet 
form of government only works when you have competent, strong 
Cabinet members who are allowed to do their jobs, and listening to 
all the testimony, including yours and Secretary Shultz, I believe 
that is a very unfair characterization, both as to you and as to Sec¬ 
retary Shultz. I wonder if you would like to respond a bit more 
than you have as to this particular part of that quote, “instead, 
they simply distanced themselves from the program and they pro¬ 
tected the record and they were not energetic,” et cetera. 

Would you like to comment on that, Mr. Secretary? 

Secretary Weinberger. I would like to comment on it, Senator. I 
think that is the kind of remark or the kind of conclusion that can 
only be drawn by people who don’t have any knowledge of the 
facts. 

There is no evidence to sustain that kind of conclusion at all that 
I am familiar with, nothing that the Commission talked with me 
about, nothing that as far as I know they heard, nothing that has 
come out in any of these hearings would sustain that conclusion. 

I agree with you, I think it is a very unfair characterization. It’s 
not based-on any evidence that I know of at all. And indeed, it 
could not be if anybody had taken the trouble to explore the facts, 
and indeed, that is the view of the President, in his very generous 
and fair spirit, told the American public that that conclusion was 
exactly wrong. 

Mr. Rudman. Indeed, Mr. Secretary, the record I think shows 
that on each and every occasion where you were part of a group 
discussing this with the President, you and Secretary Shultz—and I 
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would use the word, from what I know of this—vehemently op¬ 
posed the policy. 

Secretary Weinberger. I think that's entirely a fair character¬ 
ization. Some would even use stronger language. The President 
might. 

But in any event, we did oppose it. We opposed it at every step of 
the way. And if the charge of distancing oneself were true, I would 
not have ever made any further inquiries when I first began get¬ 
ting the intelligence reports that led me into what the facts actual¬ 
ly were. 

Mr. Rudman. As a matter of fact, I think one of the most reveal¬ 
ing parts of your testimony which ought to be highlighted, it seems 
at least to me, is it my understanding that some of your knowledge 
of this came from intelligence sources other than U.S. intelligence 
sources? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, they were all funneled through 
United States intelligence sources. 

Mr. Rudman. I understand that. 

Secretary Weinberger. The United States intelligence sources 
were based on information that they were getting from other coun¬ 
tries. 

Mr. Rudman. So here we have the Secretary of Defense essential¬ 
ly having one of his intelligence organizations getting information 
in the field from foreign intelligence operations to keep him posted 
on matters which he obviously ought to be concerned about? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. Senator Sarbanes made that point I 
think very fully Friday. I agree. It is a condition which I hope 
never prevails again and certainly will never in this administra¬ 
tion. 

Mr. Rudman. Finally, Mr. Secretary, and I am going to yield 
back my time, you said on your first morning that your memory 
was not as good as it once was. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Rudman. I am not sure that’s true. But I want to ask you a 
question that I don’t think will tax your memory very much. 

Since you have been in the Cabinet with Secretary Shultz as Sec 
retary of State, would you recollect for us how many other times 
you and Secretary Shultz strongly agreed on anything and the 
President went the opposite way? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, Secretary Shultz told me the other 
day that we should never agree on anything again because look 
what happened when we did. 

But we have agreed on many, many things, but I don’t recall 
very many in which the President also has gone the other way. We 
usually have a very—we see eye to eye on a great many issues. 

Mr. Rudman. But particularly on those issues that you have 
agreed on strongly, and to use my word “vehemently, I can’t 
recall of another instance that we know about in which the Presi¬ 
dent said, “Secretary Shultz and Secretary Weinberger, sorry, I’m 
going to do something else.” Is that right? 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t recall any other instance at the 
moment. No, sir. 

Mr. Rudman. Well, we appreciate your being here, Mr. Secre¬ 
tary. 
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Secretary Weinberger. Thank you very much, Senator. I do ap¬ 
preciate it. 

Chairman Hamilton. The Chair recognizes Mr. Foley for 10 min¬ 
utes. 

Mr. Foley. Good morning, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Weinberger. Good morning. 

Mr. Foley. Mr. Secretary, you've indicated that you did not have 
contemporaneous knowledge of the sale of HAWK missiles in 1985 
to the Iranians? 

Secretary Weinberger. That is correct. 

Mr. Foley. You learned about it subsequently? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Foley. You have been Secretary of Defense since January 
1981? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Foley. Did you know at any time prior to 1985—from 1981 to 
1985—iust—I want to set the record straight with this question—of 
any other sales to Iran of American weapons restricted in any way 
under the law? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, sir. 

Mr. Foley. You have not—did not know of that and have not 
subsequently learned of it? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. To the best of my knowledge, there 
were no others of any kind. I hope very fervently there will never 
be any again. 

Mr. Foley. Did you have any knowledge of any transfers of 
weapons by any third country prior to 1985, from 1981 to 1985? 

Secretary Weinberger. Not knowledge. There were some reports, 
but I do not have specific personal knowledge, no, sir. 

Mr. Foley. Those reports had to do with transfers of American 
weapons by a third country? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, they had to do with transfers and 
sales of weapons to other countries, some of which contained Amer¬ 
ican technology, some of which I guess were actually American 
weapons. 

This was part of what we were trying to stop with this Operation 
Staunch. I did have information as I worked on that, as I talked 
with other countries' representatives, urging them not to make 
sales. 

We had reports and I frequently would say we don’t know if this 
is accurate or not, but here are the consequences and we hope you 
will stop, and so forth. 

Mr. Foley. If these reports were true, would they be in violation 
of American law if they had not been reported to the United 
States? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. We have a—two basic rules with re¬ 
spect to our weapons. 

They cannot go to any country for any purpose except for its own 
self-defense and they cannot be re-exported by that country to any 
other country without specific permission from the United States. 

Mr. Foley. And of course that permission requires notification? 

Secretary Weinberger. Indeed. 

Mr. Foley. To your knowledge, between 1981 and 1985, prior to 
the weapons that were transferred that we have discussed, were 
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there any reports by any third countries to the United States of 
sales or requests for permission to sell arms to Iran? 

Secretary Weinberger. Not requests for permission that I ever 
recall but there were reports that various sales were being made, 
and it was this kind of thing that we were trying to stop with our 
Operation Staunch. 

Mr. Foley. So if these sales had taken place, they would be 
taking place in violation of American law? 

Secretary Weinberger. That is my understanding, yes, sir. 

Mr. Foley. The testimony you’ve given indicates that you were 
concerned about the possibility of a kind of blackmail that might 
be made against the United States by holding this information re¬ 
garding Iranian arms sales as a possible threat; is that correct? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. That was one of the points I raised 
in some of the first meetings, as to what are the consequences that 
might flow from this—one of the reasons, therefore, as to why we 
should not do it. 

Mr. Foley. This would be possible because some elements of the 
U.S. Government would not be informed about the sales and other 
foreign sources would know about the sales? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, and that the sales were something 
that we were obviously trying to hold close under the President’s 
decision, and this would be a threat to release that information 
which would then give a certain amount of undesirable leverage 
over the United States. 

Mr. Foley. Was part of your concern the fact that Congress was 
specifically not being informed of the sales? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. That wasn’t my concern. My concern 
was that we would simply be threatened with various undesirable 
actions and—and various undesirable results unless we took ac¬ 
tions favorable to a country that had this knowledge that we would 
not otherwise have taken. 

Mr. Foley. Wouldn’t the political leverage be greater when the 
matter had been kept secret from the Congress? 

Secretary Weinberger. Very possibly. Yes, sir. I wouldn’t argue 
that. 

Mr. Foley. You have suggested, in answer to questions by Mr. 
DeWine, that you generally favor holding security information 
close to narrow the circle, so to speak? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Foley. Would you agree there is a balance, however, be¬ 
tween restricting information and serving the interests of security? 

Secretary Weinberger. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Foley. By providing those who have a need to know or those 
who are required to know, by law, to be informed? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, sir. No, I don’t have any problem 
with that. I certainly include the leadership of the Congress and 
various others within that. We do have to strike that balance all 
the time. 

We—some people say we pay a price for our freedom—for a free 
society. Maybe that is true. It’s—whatever it is, it's worth it. But it 
is vital that we do everything we can to protect the lives of people 
that we ask to engage in very difficult and dangerous enterprises. 
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Mr. Foley. Wouldn’t you agree, Mr. Secretary, that the ultimate 
interests of the United States were damaged in the case that we are 
examining, the sales of arms to Iran, by narrowing the circle to the 
degree that you and the Secretary of State and others in the Gov¬ 
ernment were denied information as to what was actually occur¬ 
ring? 

Secretary Weinberger. You certainly could make an argument 
that way and I think the interests of the United States were dam¬ 
aged over all and I think that the way to avoid that is obviously 
not to embark on a policy of this kind, but certainly there were 
more people who should have known about it at its inception than 
did know about it. 

Mr. Foley. And, in fact, I would assume that part of the concern 
that might arise following these hearings is some assurance that 
when covert action Findings are made or about to be made, there 
be some opportunity for principal members of the National Securi¬ 
ty Council to be aware of that? 

Secretary Weinberger. I would at least start there, yes, sir. 

Mr. Foley. The ultimate irony I suppose is that the President 
himself was cut out of the diversion of sales to- 

Secretary Weinberger. I was about to point that out, yes, sir. 

Mr. Foley. You have suggested a 48-hour notification standard 
as possibly one that might be considered? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Foley. Would you agree that the present law anticipates the 
general practice of prior notification of the Intelligence Committees 
prior to the issuance of a Finding? 

Secretary Weinberger. I think wherever that can be done with¬ 
out endangering any operational security that would be clearly 
preferable. There are a few instances where it might be necessary 
and that is why I spoke a moment ago about being more or less 
against any rigid rule. 

There are a few instances where it, operational security, would 
be better preserved with a few—a notice a little longer—a little 
later than that. 

Mr. Foley. For example, where it might be impossible due to 
time pressures to notify the- 

Secretary Weinberger. That is right. Grenada was a very good 
example of that. We did notify congressional leadership I think the 
Sunday night before the Tuesday we went in, but sometimes it isn’t 
possible to do that; Congress is in adjournment or whatever. 

But generally speaking, prior notification to a small group, yes, 
and generally speaking also very prompt post-notification, as soon 
as that can be safely done, and it nearly always could be safely 
done if the group is small. 

Mr. Foley. For the most part, in the absence of prior notifica¬ 
tion, consultation is difficult or impossible, is it not? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Foley. And would you regard consultation as often a very 
valuable opportunity for the President? 

Secretary Weinberger. Indeed, yes, sir. Not only because it is 
very useful to have the advice and I think we need the help of ev¬ 
erybody we can get, but I also think that it is important for the 
longer-range success of any kind of activity, because I have fre- 
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quently made the point in private meetings that we can’t fight a 
war on two fronts. 

We can’t fight with the enemy, whoever it may be, and we can’t 
fight with the Congress at the same time. 

We need to have the U.S. Government unified if any kind of ac¬ 
tivity is going to succeed over the long run and we have a very dif¬ 
ferent governmental system than most other countries. 

We deliberately divided authority and power to keep government 
ineffective and weak, that is what the founders had in mind. 
They’ve succeeded to a very considerable extent, but we can work 
within that. But we do have to do it in a way that gets as much 
general acceptance of a course before we embark on it whenever 
we possibly can or as soon thereafter as we can. 

Mr. Foley. You made a speech several years ago in which you 
outlined the uses of military power in a democracy, I think one of 
the truly impressive speeches of recent years, and you stressed at 
that time the need to have strong support for any action the 
United States might take in the military area, support of the Con¬ 
gress and the public. 

Is it also true that undertakings of a more clandestine kind need 
to have the support of the Congress and that the notifications, in¬ 
cluding prior notification that the statutes presently require, are 
an important part of maintaining that sense of confidence and 
comity and support? 

Secretary Weinberger. I think without any question, sir, because 
you frequently with clandestine activities, which we have to do in 
this kind of world, you are not able to have public support. 

So you certainly need to have congressional understanding, con¬ 
gressional approval wherever it can be obtained, and that is done 
through consultation of the kind that we have tried to do on many 
of our activities. 

Mr. Foley. And would you suggest these values be kept in mind 
as we talk about security and restricting information? 

Secretary Weinberger. Indeed, yes, sir. They are a critical part 
of it. 

Mr. Foley. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. Senator Mitchell. 

Mr. Mitchell. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good morning, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Weinberger. Good morning, sir. 

Mr. Mitchell. Mr. Secretary, I want to ask about the transfer of 
TOWs and HAWK parts to the CIA for sale to Iran. 

Several military officials, including General Powell, General 
Thurman, and the Army’s General Counsel, Susan Crawford, have 
testified that the order to transfer the parts was given in such a 
way as to bypass the Department of Defense’s procedures for moni¬ 
toring price and for military review of transfers to the CIA. 

Miss Crawford testified that the transfers to Iran have been the 
only transfers made to bypass that svstem. 

My first question is: did the transfers to Iran take place in such a 
way as to avoid established procedures? 

Secretary Weinberger. Senator, the only way you can answer 
that question is, first of all, to say that this particular transaction 
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was not one for which established procedures were set up or con¬ 
templated and; secondly, there was no bypassing, as you put it, of 
any of the procedures relating to price. 

The pricing of the weapons was carried out in precisely the same 
way that it always is. But the procedures that I established much 
earlier, perhaps 3 years, 4 years ago, were designed for a situation 
in which an intelligence agency or an intelligence activity or indi¬ 
vidual assigned to intelligence would say that he had a require¬ 
ment that could not be disclosed, but he needed—the reason for it 
couldn't be disclosed—but that he needed money or he needed the 
right to go buy some equipment, ship, lease a plane, something of 
that kind, and I found, and as a result of that, we have had a 
number of, well, fewer prosecutions, convictions growing out of 
some earlier activities because what was happening was that the 
intelligence aspects of his request were overriding any review at 
all, and, so we instituted a situation that when an intelligence ac¬ 
tivity was contemplated or when there was a request for some kind 
of support that then there would be a review of that by a number 
of people leading up to the Vice Chief of the Army Staff, and that 
it would include members of the service as well as members of my 
office, and the Office of the Secretary General. 

That system is still in effect and it is an important way of pro¬ 
tecting against any abuses of the system. 

This was a totally different transaction; this was a transaction in 
which the President of the United States directed that with as 
small a knowledge as possible because of the safety of the hostages 
and the desire to preserve any hope we had of getting them out 
that these weapons should be transferred to the CIA directly, and 
we did that, but there was a full review of the pricing because 
there was never any instruction of any kind about the price and 
the price was determined in the normal fashion. 

Unfortunately, as we have talked out in the past, there were 
errors in that; in the computation of the price, but they were, as all 
people who have looked at have found, innocent errors. 

Mr. Mitchell. Other than price, did you tell General Powell, 
Deputy Secretary Taft, or any other person to transfer these weap¬ 
ons and parts to the CIA for transfer to Iran in such a way as to 
avoid otherwise applicable procedures? 

Secretary Weinberger. We didn’t tell them specifically to do it 
to avoid otherwise applicable procedures. What we told them was 
exactly the information that I had heard and the orders I had re¬ 
ceived, and that was to transfer them with the smallest number of 
circle of people being involved as possible and to do it by a direct 
transfer for value to the CIA. 

And I insisted on the “for value” part, because that was a criti¬ 
cal part of the Economy Act. 

Mr. Mitchell. But then is it fair to say that one effect of doing it 
in that manner was to avoid otherwise applicable procedures? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, avoid—the otherwise applicable 
procedures weren’t used. It wasn’t done deliberately to avoid any¬ 
thing. Those procedures were not used because this was a case that 
was in a sense completely outside the rationale and basis for those 
other procedures. 
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Mr. Mitchell. It had another objective, I understand, that—but 
one of the effects was that the procedures established were not 
used. As you say, this was for another purpose, another reason. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. One of the effects was the proce¬ 
dures weren't used and that was the natural consequence of the di¬ 
rection to do it with the smallest number of people involved. 

Mr. Mitchell. I would like to go to another topic. We have heard 
a lot of testimony and there has been a great deal of discussion 
over the extent to which the Iran initiative did or did not involve 
an exchange of arms for hostages. 

The issue I would like to raise briefly with you is whether the 
President would have sold arms to Iran if the sole purpose of the 
initiative was to open up a strategic dialogue with Iran or whether 
weapons were ultimately included because they were necessary to 
obtain the release of hostages. 

Now, in June of 1985, you and Secretary Shultz received the Na¬ 
tional Security Decision Directive which proposed an opening to 
Iran. That is the directive that contemplates providing Iran with 
military equipment, but it makes no mention of hostages, and that 
is the directive of which you wrote, “this is almost too absurd to 
comment on." 

Now, later, however, hostages did become part of the discussion. 
Exhibit 20 in your book is a memorandum for the President dated 
January 17, 1986, prepared by Admiral Poindexter to explain the 
basis for the Finding to be signed by the President authorizing the 
sale of weapons to Iran. 

And on the second page of that memorandum down near the 
bottom, it describes the weapons to be transferred to Iran, and then 
it reads, and I quote, Admiral Poindexter’s memorandum to the 
President, “If all of the hostage are not released after the first 
shipment of 1,000 weapons, further transfers would cease." 

This seems to clearly state there would be a transfer of weapons 
to Iran following which it was anticipated that all of the hostages 
would be released, and if they were not released, there would be no 
more weapons transferred to Iran. 

And your notes of the November 10 meeting with the President 
show that you had under that, the arms sales would continue only 
if the hostages were released, you recall. That is exhibit 28 of your 
record of the meeting in the Oval Office- 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Mitchell. —with the President and others on November 10. 

Secretary Weinberger. 1986. 

Mr. Mitchell. 1986. November 10, 1986. And at the top of page 2 
of your notes, the first full paragraph reads: “I reminded John that 
he had always told me that there would be no more weapons sent 
to Iran after the first 500 TOWs until after all of the hostages were 
returned, but, unfortunately, we did send a second 500 because it 
seemed the only way to get the hostages out, according to Poin¬ 
dexter," and indeed in your notes you underlined the words “after 
all" preceding “of the hostages." Let me first ask you: you and Ad¬ 
miral Poindexter had that exchange at that meeting. Did anybody 
dispute or disagree with that characterization as you set it forth 
here? 
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Secretary Weinberger. No, sir. I don’t believe so, but, Senator, 
we also had that discussion throughout most of the year after the 
January 17 or 18, whenever it was, decision to go ahead with it, 
between then and the November meeting. 

But, yes, I did, the answer to your questions is, no, no one that I 
heard at the meeting disputed that. 

Mr. Mitchell. Disputed that? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, the conclusion I draw from this is the fol¬ 
lowing, and I am going to state it and ask then you to comment on 
it. The goal of opening up a dialogue with Iran, given its strategic 
importance, was a valid one, which the President might have pur¬ 
sued quite apart from any desire to free hostages. 

But the use of weapons, given or sold to the Government of Iran, 
a country which has condoned and promoted terrorism, in which 
for several years has been virulently anti-American, would never 
have been approved by the President, except as a means to obtain 
the release of hostages. 

And I say that because the record as I have just described it 
seems clear. First, arms shipments were rejected when hostages 
were not involved. 

Second, the January 17 memorandum from Admiral Poindexter 
to the President explaining the First Finding explicitly says that 
arms shipments will cease unless the hostages are released, and, Fi¬ 
nally, your exchange with Admiral Poindexter at the November 10 
meeting conFirms what you and he had been saying throughout 
that year, and the understanding was that there would be a ship¬ 
ment of arms to Iran. 

It was anticipated that all hostages would then be released and if 
they were not, then there were to be no further shipment of arms 
to Iran. Let me ask whether if you care to comment on that conclu¬ 
sion. 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, Senator, that conclusion involves 
an assumption that I know everything that motivated the Presi¬ 
dent in making this decision, and I don’t. But I never heard the 
President talk about this at any of the meetings we have described 
or any other time without tying the two together, and that one of 
the ways of trying to get this better opening with Iran, one of the 
things I disagreed with that we could do was to demonstrate the 
good faith of the representatives of the United States in discussing 
it, and that that would involve transfers of some of the weapons. 

There’s no question whatever that one of the factors motivating 
the President was the return of the hostages. This is something 
that underlies all of his conversation and, as I’ve said, the Presi¬ 
dent is a very compassionate, humane man, and the fate of the hos¬ 
tages is a continual source of deep worry to him, as it is to all of 
us. And so clearly that was one of the motives. 

But I never heard him talk about this with reference only to the 
hostages, or the arms part of it only to the hostages. There is 
always this other motive with which I’m frank to say I disagreed 
with, but it was always there. 

Mr. Mitchell. Mr. Chairman, may I have just one more moment 
to conclude this line of questioning. 
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I just note it couldn’t possibly be clearer in your note, “I remind¬ 
ed John that he had always told me that there would be no more 
weapons sent to Iran after the first 500 TOWs, until after all of the 
hostages were returned. But unfortunately, we did send a second 
500 because it seemed the only way to get the hostages out, accord¬ 
ing to Poindexter.” 

Three days later the President addressed the nation and said 
that there were no arms for hostages. This was stated in the Presi¬ 
dent’s presence, as you just noted, and there was no disagreement. 

Did that concern you, the President’s address to the nation in 
which you very emphatically stated and repeated, indeed, that 
there were no arms for hostages, when it seems inescapable from 
this discussion that that was at least a part of the transaction? 

Secretary Weinberger. This was a discussion that I had with Ad¬ 
miral Poindexter, and the background of that was, as you have 
pointed out, but the first 500 that I was talking about was the 500 
that related to this idea of trying to show the good faith of our em¬ 
issaries and negotiators and so forth. I violently disagreed with 
that. But that was the basic motive for that firstly. 

I can’t characterize what was in anybody’s mind, but I know that 
there was a—that both of those elements, both of those motives 
were always mentioned together in any discussion I ever had with 
the President about it. 

Mr. Mitchell. Well I’ll conclude with the most important ques¬ 
tion. Are you going to spend some of August at your home in 
Maine? 

Secretary Weinberger. I hope so, Senator, yes. 

Mr. Mitchell. Well, good luck. 

Secretary Weinberger. You are planning to finish today, aren’t 
you? 

Mr. Mitchell. We are. Perhaps we’ll run across you up at Somme 
Sound this summer. 

Secretary Weinberger. I hope so. 

Mr. Mitchell. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Rodino. 

Mr. Rodino. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Good morning, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Secretary, you’ve testified you were seriously concerned that 
the President wasn’t getting accurate information, that was about 
the intelligence information that was being given to him concern¬ 
ing the Iran-Iraq war and about the balance of that conflict. And I 
recall, however, that at the November 10, 1986, meeting in the 
White House at which you were also present, and this meeting was 
called to discuss how to deal with the press in the event the story 
broke about selling arms to Iran, Don Regan’s notes reflect that 
the President stated, and I quote, “Side with military superiority 
will win. We want to have things even. This helps Iran, which was 
weaker.” 

Was that statement correct at that time? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, Mr. Rodino, I made notes of the 
meeting after I got back as best I could recall then. I do not recall 
a discussion about that aspect of it at the meeting. 

Don Regan frequently would be with the President before and 
stayed afterwards, and it is conceivable that his notes may have re- 
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fleeted something of that kind, or it’s perfectly conceivable it may 
have reflected something at the meeting which I didn’t make notes 
on. I don’t take shorthand and that may have been something that 
was said while I was making notes of a previous sentence. I don’t 
recall that previous subject coming up. 

Had it come up, I would have disputed it very strongly because I 
never felt that Iran was losing the war or was weaker. Indeed, one 
of the points I made in the comment I made on the original sugges¬ 
tion of this back in June or July of ’85 was that one of the—that 
the thing seemed to me to be absurd for a number of reasons, but 
one was that it was based on some assumption that Iran was about 
to fall and that I thought this was absolute nonsense. It was totally 
contrary to all of the other information and intelligence I had with 
respect to the relative strength of the forces and so on, particularly 
given Iraq’s obvious intentions. 

Iraq has said, and virtually has acted for a long time as if they 
do not want to win the war militarily. They are trying to get some 
kind of negotiated end to it. They have not used their air superiori¬ 
ty, for example, in a way that would indicate that they planned to 
win the war. And so, they also have a much smaller population 
base, something like, oh, I don’t know, 42 million to 11 million 
people, and the Iranians also use these children in their assault 
waves, 14, 13, 14, 15-year-old children, and that gives them an enor¬ 
mous military advantage, and it’s a ghastly way they operate, but 
that’s the way they do things. 

And so from every point of view, there wasn't the slightest sug¬ 
gestion that I had ever heard that Iran was about to fall, and I’m 
quite sure that if I had heard that at that meeting, I would have 
contemplated it. This is not to say it didn’t take place, but I don’t 
have it in my notes, Don Regan does, and I’m sure, therefore, at 
some point, this point was made. 

Mr. Rodino. In other words, you’re stating you don’t recol¬ 
lect— 

Secretary Weinberger. I do not. 

Mr. Rodino. —whether or not that was an issue at that time- 

Secretary Weinberger. No, sir. 

Mr. Rodino. —the intelligence was accurate or not? 

Secretary Weinberger. The only intelligence report I had except 
the one report that was attached to the June 1985 memorandum 
were the other way. It was stalemated. Basically the conclusion 
was it was stalemated, but there was never any slight suggestion 
that Iran would fall. 

There were always a lot of people who thought the Government 
was going to change in Iran and that would bring about a change. I 
don’t see any slight possibility of that myself. 

Mr. Rodino. On November 25th, Attorney General Meese at his 
press conference that day, among some of the things he stated, con¬ 
cluded that, "but after hearing all of the arguments pro and con, the 
President decided that the potential for achieving the goals of ef¬ 
fecting peace in the Middle East, helping secure that area, stopping 
a war, and obtaining our hostages, was worth the risks involved.’’ 

Would you have agreed with that—achieved by selling arms to 
Iran? 
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Secretary Weinberger. I think Mr. Meese’s statement is a fair 
summary of what was the conclusion the President reached, that is 
to say, he did take into account all these various things. 

As I say, I differed with the conclusion, but I think those are the 
things that motivated the President. 

Mr. Rodino. You were correct—you were proven correct in your 
own conclusions when you made your statement that the whole 
idea was too absurd to comment about. 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, the President was generous and 
kind enough to say that later on, yes, sir. But I don’t think anyone 
could fault the motives of the President. 

Mr. Rodino. No, no, I know we don’t. I just hope that he had 
shared your same crystal ball. We might have avoided all of this. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rodino. Let me ask you one other question and that is to 
make a comment, if you will. 

Don Regan, when he appeared here, as one of the suggestions 
which might be helpful in the conduct of covert activities, recom¬ 
mended that the committee consider bringing in the circle the 
counsel to the President. 

What do you think of that suggestion? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I think again that's a—I think 
that’s a good suggestion. I think it largely depends on how the 
President utilizes his White House counsel. Some do this in a way 
that is very much like a personal attorney; other presidents simply 
refer very specific legal issues and nothing else to them. 

It would largely depend on the way in which a particular presi¬ 
dent utilized his White House counsel. 

Mr. Rodino. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

I want to commend you for your testimony and for the vigorous 
arguments you have made, and I think so long as we have that 
kind of a public servant, at least we are able to evaluate that kind 
of debate and hopefully come out with the right decisions. 

Secretary Weinberger. You are very generous. Thank you, sir. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Brooks. 

Mr. Brooks. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Secretary, first I want to commend you on your good 
common sense in saying this whole idea was absurd, selling those 
arms over there to the terrorists. I think it indicates that basically 
you have, as usual, good judgment. While we have not always 
agreed on a lot of matters, I certainly thought you were right in 
that. If they had listened to you, we wouldn’t be here today, and 
Miss Crawford wouldn’t be sitting there behind you keeping a close 
eye on everything. 

Secretary Weinberger. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. But, the foreign military sales program itself has 
some serious implications for foreign policy and our defense policy, 
and you know that the House Government Operations had a long 
interest in it, we've had some hearings, issued some reports con¬ 
cerned about whether the Defense Department was administering 
the program properly, and we found often we don’t get the full cost 
back. We found there’s $600 million unaccounted for or missing in 
that program. 
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You hear the critics accuse Congress of trying to micromanage 
the Defense Department or some other department, but in order to 
avoid that it is common practice to have reasonable thresholds 
which give agencies the flexibility and eliminate some reporting re¬ 
quirements—it makes it a simpler operation, expedites it. 

And you use that purpose in the Department for delegating pur¬ 
chasing authority at various management levels, but it’s necessary 
that the employees administering those, Mr. Secretary, are going to 
have to honor the thresholds in good faith and not manipulate 
them by juggling the books. 

Secretary Weinberger. That’s right. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, do you have any idea why the CIA paid the 
Defense Department for those TOW missiles that went to Iran in a 
series of five checks, each in the interesting amount of $999,999? 
Each check was $999,999.00—five of them. 

Secretary Weinberger. No, sir, I didn’t know that until right 
now. I assume your statement is correct. But I have not seen any of 
that kind. 

We have records of the total payments of the CIA. They were 
made, so far as I know, in the ordinary course of business. That 
kind of check in that amount wouldn’t have served any particular 
purpose because the threshold for notifying the Congress was much 
higher than that. 

But there was no intention to do anything other than to get the 
fair market value for these weapons that we transferred to the CIA 
under the Economy Act. 

Mr. Brooks. But, Cap, the Defense Department has a higher 
level, but the $1 million threshold reporting requirement in this 
case applied to the CIA. 

Secretary Weinberger. I didn’t know that. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes, sir, they have a $1 million threshold reporting 
requirement. 

What the DOD did, in effect, was—what did you bill them? Do 
you know what they billed them for? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, we have the- 

Mr. Brooks. Five or six million—hundred—million dollars? 

Secretary Weinberger. We billed them—for one thing, Congress¬ 
man, we have a rule that we can’t make any transfer until we 
have a certification that the funding is available. 

We have a lamentable lack of trust in everybody, so that we ask 
to have the certification of availability of funds. Those were in vari¬ 
ous amounts and I can’t put my finger on them right here, but 
they’re in the book. They were something like—one was 1 million 
5, another was 3 million 2, something of that kind. 

When we added it all up, we believed that because of our own 
errors in using the wrong items in the catalog, the wrong model 
number for the TOWs, and not figuring shipping charges correctly 
and the handling charges and all of that, that we underbilled by 
about two and a half million. 

The Controller General, the General Accounting Office, said no, 
you underbilled about 2 million 1, and we have a claim in because 
we are using our figures, we have a claim in to the CIA for two and 
a half, and we have every reason to believe we’ll collect it. 
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Mr. Brooks. You see, what worries me is that do you think there 
is any obligation on the part of the Defense Department people, the 
administrative people that work for you, to think something might 
be amiss if they get a check for $999,999? If you get five of them in 
a row? It looks like you are sending up signals that something is a 
little fishy. 

Secretary Weinberger. Pretty clumsy way to operate. I did not 
have any knowledge of that until you mentioned it this morning. 
That that was the way payment was received. I have seen only the 
cumulative totals. We have the certification that the funds were 
available before we transferred the weapons. 

Mr. Brooks. You got your certification and then you got the total 
numbers, so you were out of it. I am just saying perhaps you ought 
to suggest to people in the Defense Department if they get checks 
like that, it makes sense to take a look at them, why are we doing 
this? Why are we, at least if we are not in collusion with them, 
why are we facilitating the evasion of the simple law? 

Secretary Weinberger. I did not know the reporting threshold of 
the CIA. I did not know that we received the payments in that 
form. My interest was to get full payment, full value for the weap¬ 
ons transferred to the CIA because those are the requirements of 
the Economy Act. 

Mr. Brooks. They just didn’t tell you, because your staff did 
know. 

In exhibit 21, it is very clear that the transfer of a million dollars 
for the Intelligence Agency is the reporting requirement for them. 
Just glance at that and you will see that that is true. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. That is the opinion of the Army’s 
General Counsel. I did not see this. 

Mr. Brooks. That is understandable that you didn’t. You ought 
to encourage Miss Crawford to tell all those people when they find 
those kinds of things, to bring it to the counsel’s attention. See why 
we are facilitating that evasion of clear congressional intent. 

Secretary Weinberger. You can consider that notification will go 
out sometime close to noon today. 

Mr. Brooks. The reason I ask this is—that is perfect. You know, 
reporting thresholds, if they are not implemented in good faith, it 
encourages Congress just to set the threshold at zero, report them 
all. 

The Defense Department, as you say now, can have a place and 
have a policy for making sure that the reporting thresholds are im¬ 
plemented properly and that we don't get sucked into cooperating 
with these agencies that’s beaten the rap, that is not filing, paying 
you in odd checks. To just get right under that threshold. 

Well, I want to thank you for that new directive. I think it will 
be helpful, and I appreciate vour coming down here. 

I yield back the balance of my time, Mr. Chairman. 

Secretary Weinberger. Thank you, sir. 

Chairman Inouye. Senator Nunn? 

Mr. Nunn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, morning. 

Secretary Weinberger. Senator. 

Mr. Nunn. Mr. Secretary, I want to come back to a line of ques¬ 
tioning Chairman Rodino raised a few minutes ago. I will try to cut 
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it short because you have already gone into this a couple of times, 
but it still bothers me. 

In your testimony on the opening day, you were a3ked by counsel 
a question: “Was it the view of the Department of Defense that 
Iran had a deteriorating position in the war with Iraq?” 

Your answer: “No, quite the contrary, it wasn’t my position or 
anybody’s opinion that I talked to.’’ 

Do you recall that? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Nunn. Now, on January 16, 1986, Admiral Poindexter sent 
the President a cover sheet with the Finding and in that cover 
sheet he cited the Israeli position that Iran's military position was 
deteriorating. 

You remember going into that? That was a prelude to the ques¬ 
tion I just quoted. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

What is the number of that, Senator? 

Mr. Nunn. I don’t have that reference but I am not going to go 
into great detail on that. I just wanted to allude to that. 

Admiral Poindexter testified, without trying to quote his exact 
words, but he testified that he had the opinion that the Israeli posi¬ 
tion was the correct position. 

He also testified that Director Casey had that opinion. So Direc¬ 
tor Casey, according to Admiral Poindexter, and Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter, had an opinion that was exactly the opposite of your opin¬ 
ion. 

Now, my understanding of every other agency in government is 
that they shared your opinion. The intelligence community, the 
State Department, the Interagency Task Force, as of January of 
1986, every other agency shared your opinion. 

My question to you is: Did you talk to Admiral Poindexter or to 
Director Casey ever about this, and did you understand that you 
both had such diametrically opposed views? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, sir, I can’t say that we did. To this 
moment I cannot recall Admiral Poindexter or Mr. Casey stating 
that as their own view, that that was the way that they felt, Iran 
was in a deteriorating situation or might lose or anything of that 
kind. 

I don’t see how anyone could have felt that way. They may have 
been relating the Israeli intelligence view, but they also related the 
strong Israeli desire to participate in one way or the other in some 
of the activities that were—we are talking about here. 

But I don’t recall them ever stating in my hearing—and I obvi¬ 
ously don’t recall anybody else, because all of the briefings I had 
every day, every morning, the summaries, the various orders of 
battle, the correlation of forces, whatever you want to call them, 
always showed that there was a very large Iranian basic advantage 
not only because of their huge population base, but in every way 
except in the air. 

The Iraqis had clear air superiority, but the Iranians had and 
have a degree of fanaticism and a willingness to use these children 
and things of that kind that could give them a major, rather horri¬ 
ble ground advantage. 
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The situation was basically stalemated, but there wasn’t the 
slightest suggestion of any offensive activity by the Iraqis or any¬ 
thing of the kind that I ever came across that would indicate any¬ 
thing of that sort. 

That is why I was so caustic, if you like, in that comment about 
the proposed NSDD that came around in June of 1985. 

Mr. Nunn. Well, I agree with you completely. Does it bother you 
that here the President of the United States signs a Finding in 
January of 1986 that is premised on information that is totally 
wrong as far as the assessment of the United States goes? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I didn’t know about that Finding. 
There are lots of things about that Finding that bothered me. That 
certainly is one of them, yes. 

Mr. Nunn. Do you believe there were any other policies like 
that, not necessarily related to this, where the President was 
making a decision based on Admiral Poindexter’s advice which was 
directly contrary to the opinion of the rest of the Government? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I don’t. I don’t know of any other 
Finding that was made or has been made. Since Mr. Carlucci has 
been there, there has been a very thorough review of all Findings, 
past and present. 

I am positive that there has been nothing of that kind. This is 
usually a very careful process, Senator. You don’t—Presidential 
Finding is not lightly made, ordinarily. 

Mr. Nunn. I agree. I agree. You say you don’t recall the Novem¬ 
ber 10, 1986 meeting where Don Regan’s notes show that the Presi¬ 
dent himself said that we want to have things even—this helps 
Iran, which was weaker. 

You don’t recall that? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I don’t. I was at that meeting. I 
made notes of it. It does not appear in my set of notes. I don’t have 
any memory of that conversation or that subject being raised. 

Mr. Nunn. If you had heard that, would you have voiced your 
objection at that point? 

Secretary Weinberger. Oh, yes. If anything was directly con¬ 
trary to what you believed, I would certainly have taken the point 
up. One is not shy about presenting views that seem to me would 
be in opposition to what I thought was something that was clearly 
wrong. 

Mr. Nunn. Mr. Secretary, did you ever give the President a net 
assessment as to the effect of these arms sales to Iran on the bal¬ 
ance between Iran and Iraq or the balance in the region? 

Secretary Weinberger. We went into that on Friday. Net assess¬ 
ment is a technical term, and I did not give a net assessment in the 
technical term which would require asking the net assessment 
people and waiting a year or so for their conclusions and so on. 

What I did, however, do was to emphasize the fact that these 
were obsolete weapons and—the TOWs, and that our stocks were 
perfectly sufficient and that none of this contravened or changed 
my basic feeling that we shouldn’t send these weapons. 

I think that there was a very minor short discussion of whether 
or not theie was any—would be any effect on the military balance 
and my own feeling then, as far as I can remember it now and now 
is that that did not have any effect on the military balance. 
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Mr. Nunn. Let me give you a hypothetical here. You don’t need 
a lawyer there, and you don’t have one to tell you this is a hypo¬ 
thetical question. 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t have any need- 

Mr. Nunn. It is. I will tell you in advance. 

If this had never come out, there had been no leak in the Middle 
East papers, no hearings, no nothing, would you under the present 
conditions in the Persian Gulf—which we read about daily—would 
you feel at this stage it would be necessary to share with Admiral 
Crowe and the Chiefs the knowledge that we had sold spare parts 
for HAWKs and that the Iranians had an ability to make their 
HAWK missiles operative against the U.S. or other aircraft? 

Secretary Weinberger. Your latter assumption—it is a hypothet¬ 
ical question, of course. The press will tell you I never answer hy¬ 
pothetical questions. 

Your latter assumption, I think Senator, is not correct. This 
wasn’t to make the HAWKs operational. The HAWKs they had 
were operational. These were spare parts for the ground systems, 
the ground control, ground support, ground maintenance systems. 

It was not necessary to make them operational. They were oper¬ 
ational, but they obviously needed and wanted some spare parts. 

Mr. Nunn. They obviously wanted them to operate better or 
they wouldn’t have needed material from us. 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, you want to have—wherever you 
use any of these systems—you want to have spares. That is what 
they wanted. They wanted them very urgently, but they didn’t 
need them as far as I understand it. 

Mr. Nunn. Well, I guess my question, to make it short, is would 
you believe under the present circumstances the chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs should be told? 

Secretary Weinberger. Oh, yes. I don’t have any problem with 
that. He was told. 

Mr. Nunn. When? 

Secretary Weinberger. I think sometime—I can’t remember the 
exact date. Sometime probably in July or August of 1986. Some¬ 
where in there perhaps. I can’t remember the exact date. 

Mr. Nunn. Did you tell him or did he get this from other 
sources? 

Secretary Weinberger. He asked about it. He had heard reports 
and asked. And I told him. 

Mr. Nunn. You told him at that stage? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Nunn. Mr. Secretary, quoting a news article in the Philadel¬ 
phia Inquirer dated July 26, 1987, and I quote from that article, 
"U.S. Army helicopter crews opened fire on entrenched Nicara¬ 
guan troops with rockets and machine guns twice in 1984 after fer¬ 
rying Navy SEAL team commandos in the country on sabotage 
missions.” 

Have you read that article? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I have not. 

Mr. Nunn. Has it come to your attention? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, it has not. 

Mr. Nunn. Would you comment on it? 

Secretary Weinberger. It is patently untrue. 
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Mr. Nunn. Untrue? 

Secretary Weinberger. As far as I am concerned. Yes, totally 
untrue. It would not be the first one, but it is untrue. 

Mr. Nunn. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, if I have any other time, I 
yield it back. 

Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Weinberger. Thank you, sir. 

Chairman Hamilton. The Chair recognizes Mr. Stokes. 

Mr. Stokes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good morning, Mr. Weinberger. 

Secretary Weinberger. Good morning, sir. 

Mr. Stokes. Mr. Secretary, Secretary Shultz testified before our 
committee one of the problems that he saw in that Iran initiative 
was the CIA involvement in policy. He made a very strong state¬ 
ment to the effect that policy should be separated from intelli¬ 
gence. 

Do you share that view? 

Secretary Weinberger. Generally, yes. I think that—there are 
very broad terms, but I think the intelligence analysis should come 
from people whose task it is to do that, and that they should 
produce that intelligence and those analyses based on an impartial 
and objective study of all the available material. 

I think that is essentially what we are getting. As I said on 
Friday, I have very high regard for the CIA analysis and for the 
DIA analysis. I think we are very, very well served by it. But I 
think it should be divorced from policy, certainly, in that broad 
sense of the term. Yes. 

Mr. Stokes. Let me ask you this: Do you see any conflict between 
the CIA Director sitting as a policy adviser within the National Se¬ 
curity Council? In other words, say, between two models, the 
present one where the Director of Central Intelligence is not a 
member of the Cabinet, and the model that we had under Mr. 
Casey where he is, which is preferable? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, Congressman, a member of the 
Cabinet is kind of a basically loose term. I don't see any way in 
which the intelligence advice that is requested by a President of 
anyone, whether he attends Cabinet meetings or doesn't attend 
Cabinet meetings, is not going to require some discussion of policy 
matters. You simply can r t have the kind of relationship with the 
head of your—with your Director of Central Intelligence, I think as 
President or as a member of the Security Council, if you don't turn 
to them and ask for what their analysis shows and inevitably there 
is some subjective opinion type of comment that comes into that 
kind of discussion. 

Bill Casey was a very close personal friend of the President, did 
sit as a member of the Cabinet at all the Cabinet meetings, but I 
don't recall his offering general opinions on matters that didn’t 
derive from his intelligence analysis. He had a lot of conversation 
with the President when I wasn't there. I have no idea—was an old 
friend. I don’t think that friendship should disqualify anybody from 
serving the Government or the President, but basically, I think 
that Bill Webster, of course, is a person for whom I have very great 
admiration and who has done a great job in all of the difficult as¬ 
signments he has had over the years. 
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I think the main thing is that the analysis should be objective, as 
I think it is now, should be done by a professional. It should repre¬ 
sent their best conclusions on a result of everything that they can 
secure from every source, and evaluate the source. And then I 
think that ought to be presented to the President in distilled form 
and that the President then uses that in making up his own mind. 
In the course of that, he is very likely to ask for opinions of people, 
opinions of Bill Casey or of Bill Webster based on their general ex¬ 
perience. 

It’s very hard to separate out and say that you must never, as a 
CIA or Director of Central Intelligence man, you must never dis¬ 
cuss policy. I don’t think you can make quite that fine a line, but 
as long as the clear objective, impartial analysis is given to the 
President, and that he makes up his own mind on the basis of that, 
I don’t object to his supplementing that by discussions of a formal 
or informal nature with the DCI. I don’t see how you can really 
avoid it. 

I am trying to be as accurate as I can in stating to you what I 
think about this. 

Mr. Stokes. I appreciate that very much. 

Mr. Secretary, you have in your testimony occasionally referred 
to intelligence reports which related to the Iranian initiative. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Stokes. I wonder if you also received an impression that was 
formed by those of us within this committee who have reviewed the 
intelligence relating to this initiative that what it reflects is repeat¬ 
ed concern by the Iranians about the prices that they were being 
charged for weapons that we were selling to them. 

Did your intelligence reports reflect that? 

Secretary Weinberger. I didn’t see an awful lot about pricing 
during that time. Again, it’s hard to say who the Iranians were. 
There were so many shadowy figures that moved in and out of 
some of these reports using all kinds of aliases and false names and 
initials and all the rest. Probably there were some—I remember 
one anguished plea in one of the reports to the effect that the 
agent said he would be assassinated if he didn’t get some of the 
money back that he had advanced or something of that kind. I 
recall very little discussion of pricing. 

The problem seemed to be meetings and clearly negotiations 
going on between what were described as high-level American offi¬ 
cials and clearly discussions of how deliveries would take place and 
how they could expect them and that they would insist on deliv¬ 
eries here before they did anything else and so on and so forth. 

But I frankly don't recall a great deal about pricing in those re¬ 
ports. 

Mr. Stokes. Mr. Secretary, our committee heard testimony from 
Lt. Col. North about the desirability of what he called an off-the- 
shelf, outside-the-system covert capability with rapid response ca¬ 
pability, a central pool of ready funds, and the conduct of covert 
activities. 

In his testimony before the committee on July 15, Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter, in response to a question from Mr. Liman, said: "I'm saying 
that a private organization, properly approved, using nonappro- 
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priated funds in an approved sort of way may be a solution to the 
problem.” 

My question to you, Mr. Secretary, is this: Is a private organiza¬ 
tion, using nonappropriated funds, a solution to any problem of 
which you are aware concerning covert activities; that is, do you 
agree with the admiral and the colonel on this type of thing? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I do not. 

Mr. Stokes. Could you tell us why? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I don’t think—I think part of the 
problem is that—has been exemplified in the last 3 months here. I 
think that what you need is to have a proper degree of official 
oversight. 

I am not in favor of unofficial, private people carrying out gov¬ 
ernmental activities. I think they are always subject to the worry 
that they will get engaged in things that are not subject to proper 
accountability. 

I talked earlier this morning about how there are many things 
we do where the circle has to be kept narrow, and the circumfer¬ 
ence very limited of people who do know, because of the operation¬ 
al security and the objectives of a particular activity. And we have 
to do those kinds of activities. But I think it’s all the more impor¬ 
tant for those to have proper accountability. And certainly where 
the use of funds are concerned, then I think that that becomes very 
much more critical because there are always additional tempta¬ 
tions and so on. 

This was the root of the problems that led to the establishment 
within our department of the specific review procedures that I 
spoke about a moment ago. 

Mr. Stokes. Mr. Secretary, I just want to make an observation, 
and before I do so, I just want to join with my colleagues on this 
panel in expressing our appreciation to you for your appearance 
here. I’ve known you for many years. I have great respect and 
great admiration for you. 

Secretary Weinberger. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Stokes. I think as the closing public witness in these hear¬ 
ings, I just want to make a brief observation. And that is, I think 
that the American people have been told a very astonishing story. 
We have been told that not only the President but six or seven of 
the most powerful men in the U.S. Government were ignorant of 
the secret diversion of profits to the Contras from the sale of arms 
to Iran. 

We are told that the President, Ronald Reagan, did not know. 
We are told the Vice President, George Bush, did not know. We are 
told the Secretary of State, George Shultz, did not know. We are 
told that you, the Secretary of Defense, Mr. Weinberger, did not 
know. We are told that the Attorney General, Edwin Meese, did 
not know. We are told the White House Chief of Staff, Donald 
Regan, did not know. 

And except for the word of Oliver North, we are told that the 
CIA Director, William Casey, did not know. 

It just seems to me that something is indeed terribly wrong when 
a lieutenant colonel, Oliver North, and a vice admiral, John Poin¬ 
dexter, can conduct military and foreign policy in the White House 
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without the knowledge or approval of seven of the most powerful 
men in the U.S. Government. 

And with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Thank you, Mr. Weinberger. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. McCollum is recognized for 10 min¬ 
utes. 

Mr. McCollum. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, we certainly appreciate all this time that you are 
spending over here with us. I know it is going to be over shortly. 

But I would like for you to look with me, before we get very 
much further, at one of the exhibits, exhibit 28, that you have re¬ 
ferred to a number of times. That’s your memoranda detailing the 
meeting of November 10, 1986. 

On page 2 of that memoranda, in the last paragraph on the 
bottom, about middleway or maybe a sentence or two in, it starts— 
there is a line that starts, “Mr. Shultz spoke up for the first time 
...” Do you see that in the memoranda? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCollum. Would you read for us that sentence and the fol¬ 
lowing two? 

Secretary Weinberger. “Mr. Shultz spoke up for the first time, 
saying that it is the responsibility of the Government to look after 
its citizens, but once you do deal for hostages, you expose everyone 
to future capture. He said we don’t know, but we have to assume 
the captors will get someone.” 

Is that what you wanted me to read? 

Mr. McCollum. I wanted you to read that and I also wanted you 
to read the next sentence. 

Secretary Weinberger. “He said he felt the Israelis had sucked 
us up into their operation so we could not object to their sales to 
Iran. He pointed out that there will be a lot of questions after any 
statement, even after a statement such as Mr. Casey proposed to 
read.” 

Mr. McCollum. Do you agree with those views expressed there? 
Do you share those views? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I don’t have any basis really for 
agreeing or disagreeing. I know that one of the arguments that was 
made every time this was presented by Mr. McFarlane and others 
was that basically the Israelis liked the idea and wanted us to do it 
and Mr. Kimche or somebody was referred to as the authority on 
the subject. That may have been what Mr. Shultz was referring to. 

Mr. McCollum. Mr. Secretary, I want to change the subject to 
something that Senator Sarbanes raised with you on Friday. On 
Friday, he questioned you about alternatives to the Iranian arms 
initiative. He questioned you in light of the fact that during in ear¬ 
lier testimony, Admiral Poindexter stated that you and Secretary 
Shultz, neither one, offered any alternatives to the Iranian initia¬ 
tive to get our hostages back. 

As I recall your testimony Friday in response to Senator Sar¬ 
banes’ questions, you said that you did offer alternatives and that 
Admiral Poindexter was wrong, and that vou had discussed those 
alternatives at your deposition, but you felt it was too sensitive to 
discuss them in public. Is that generally correct? 
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Secretary Weinberger. That is absolutely correct. Yes, sir. 

Mr. McCollum. I would like to have that opportunity to discuss 
with you more about it, and I would like to point out to the Chair, 
I am going to ask some questions, and I don't think they will be a 
problem. I don’t want to ask about the operation here in public. I 
know you are sensitive to that. 

I went back and looked at your deposition and the unfortunate 
part of it is that during the course of it when you apparently dis¬ 
cussed it, you went off the record and nobody recorded it in execu¬ 
tive session or otherwise. I guess they thought it was that sensitive 
and they didn’t have approval. 

Secretary Weinberger. We asked that it be entirely a closed 
matter. But I will be glad to discuss it with you in private or how¬ 
ever you would like to do it. 

Mr. McCollum. The reason I am raising it, and I will pursue it 
further, but, Mr. Chairman, I really would hope that we could at 
least, if we can’t get an executive session with Secretary Weinberg¬ 
er, have the opportunity of having the deposition down the road 
before we close our hearings so that we can put this on the record 
formally somewhere, because the alternatives are not—Mr. Chair¬ 
man, is there a chance of doing that? I don’t know what the time 
constraints are^- 

Chairman Inouye. I am certain we can arrange that, Mr. McCol¬ 
lum. 

Mr. McCollum. Thank you very much. 

Keeping within the bounds of that, again I don’t want to request 
you to divulge things you shouldn’t here publicly. I would like to 
know, in the suggestions you were making, the alternatives you 
were giving, did you present those directly to the President? 

Secretary Weinberger. I really would prefer to discuss the whole 
matter in private. 

Mr. McCollum. I understand that, Mr. Secretary. But I don't 
think- 

Secretary Weinberger. They were discussed in a very small 
circle and the—yes. They were presented to the President. 

Mr. McCollum. I think that’s an important thing for the public 
to know. 

I’m not going to ask anything that would go into the operational 
details in any way. I think the public needs to know some of these 
things. 

Was the President’s response favorable to your suggestions? 

Secretary Weinberger. Again, we are really getting into a point 
where, Mr. Chairman, I would really be perfectly happy to talk in 
closed session about this matter as I did in my deposition, but I do 
think that it is not a matter which in any of its outlines or details 
or even broad general outlines should be discussed in public. 

Chairman Inouye. Mr. Secretary- 

Secretary Weinberger. It was an alternative. I will be glad to 
discuss it as freely as you wish as long as we can have the assur¬ 
ance that it is indeed a closed session and a narrow circle and as I 
have been saying. 

Chairman Inouye. It will be so arranged, sir. 
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Mr. McCollum. I will leave that. I don't want to press beyond 
that. The Secretary and the chairman have indicated it. I do want 
to talk about it. 

Let me go into another area that is tangential to this. Mr. 
McFarlane testified before us that 90 percent of the reasons why 
we didn’t try a hostage rescue during this time was because we 
didn’t have sufficient intelligence. Colonel North and others have 
testified time and again we did not have the human intelligence ca¬ 
pability to know at any time where the hostages were in Lebanon. 
I don't know how sensitive that is. They didn’t find it sensitive. 
They testified to that effect. 

I think some public response, whatever you could tell us today, 
with regard to your opinion on that would be helpful because so 
many people have said we just couldn’t locate these folks. We 
didn’t have the capability. 

One of the things we have been requested to do by a number of 
witnesses is to do something about beefing up our intelligence over 
there in the Middle East. What do you feel comfortable discussing 
and what can you tell us about our ability to have the intelligence 
to have a rescue operation? 

Secretary Weinberger. Mr. McCollum, I think the very phrasing 
of your question would indicate clearly to you—it should—that that 
is not a question which can be discussed in public. I would only say 
that it is not the only disagreement I have with Mr. McFarlane. 

Mr. McCollum. That’s fair enough. 

I want to call your attention to a memorandum that I have, that 
I have in my possession. If I could have this carried down to Secre¬ 
tary Weinberger, if I could? 

This memorandum I would not bring to your attention here but 
for the fact that I think we need to get it out, need to get it dis¬ 
cussed in some way. It deals with the special operations problems 
we have been having in various discussions that have been ongo¬ 
ing. And in testimony here before our committee, there have been 
a number of inquiries made with regard to the status of our special 
operations forces, their capabilities and so on. And it is a concern 
to a number of the Members on this panel. 

It is my impression, and it may not be correct, but it’s my im¬ 
pression that members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and others down 
at the Department of Defense are not very enthusiastic about beef¬ 
ing up special operations. 

This memorandum I just gave you is a copy of what is purported 
to have been from Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, 
Control, Communications Intelligence, Mr. Latham, to your Deputy 
Secretary of Defense regarding this subject. I know he has recently 
retired or is in the process of doing that. 

Some of these comments in here seem to be disturbing to me, 
and I would like to get your opinion about them. I don’t know if 
you have ever seen this memorandum yourself. 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I have not. But frequently I get my 
mail in this way, and I will be glad to look it over. 

Mr. McCollum. I understand. I just had it called to my attention 
today. I would have brought it to you in another way. 

In the second, in the first paragraph, I am going to walk a few 
things through with you because you have not had a chance to see 
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it before. Mr. Latham says, “Unfortunately, we lack an overall 
strategy—“—this is the second sentence—“—that can be internally 
agreed upon by OSD, JCS and the services—“—and he is talking 
there about an overall strategy for special operations. 

He goes on to discussion, and I don’t think we need to read it all, 
the problems that have been encountered in the implementation of 
amendments to the Department of Defense Reorganization Act, re¬ 
ferring, I am sure, to the creation of the new Assistant Secretary 
for Defense and other related matters to get special operations of 
low intensity off of the ground. 

I would like for you to read, and I think it is important to my 
question, if you would read to us and, of course to yourself, the 
second paragraph. 

It is just a couple sentences long, where it begins, “Many people 
within DOD-’. 

Secretary Weinberger. “Many people within DOD—“—says this 
memorandum—“—consider the amendments which have now been 
enacted into law onerous and, therefore, implementation has not 
only been slow, but almost nonexistent." 

This, again, he is reporting whac many people, not naming them, 
feel. 

“My office and OSD, ISA, have been trying to establish program 
11 and define a budget authority for CINC SOCOM that satisfies 
the clear intent of a Congress without adversely affecting the serv¬ 
ices programs. Budget authority has now become bogged down 
within OSD and probably will not be resolved until the fall.” 

He is talking about the failure of Congress to enact the budget 
almost a year after the amendments have become law. 

“Even then the DOD actions may be consistent with the letter of 
the law, but not with the intent of the Congress. I sense increasing 
frustration on the part of Congress and believe that more draconi¬ 
an legislation is on its way.” 

Mr. McCollum. Mr. Secretary, obviously this expresses from 
someone within your administration who is now retired or retiring 
and very close to the subject the same kind of concerns that some 
of u.? have had all along that despite the fact that you have ex¬ 
pressed strong support for this concept, and despite the fact many 
of us have worked diligently to beef up special operations and have 
not quite frankly tried to impose something on anyone, but wanted 
to do it cooperatively that there is Resistance within, but still very 
strong, to even implementing anything within your own depart¬ 
ment. 

I wondered if you could comment to us about this, what we 
might expect, do you feel this Resistance is being overcome, what 
can we expect from all this down there? 

Secretary Weinberger. I think what you have to bear in mind is 
what Mr. Latham is reporting here is a perception that some 
people have, a perception that some people in the Congress have 
and frequently perceptions are not correct. 

What we have done with the special operations forces is to orga¬ 
nize the new command. We have a general in charge. We would 
have an assistant secretary if the confirmation had not been de¬ 
layed for 4 months, and we are doing I think everything that is re- 
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quired to be done and everything that is important to do to 
strengthen the special operations capability of the Department. 

It is already strong, and we are doing the organizational changes 
that the Congress wanted very rapidly. In fact, I think they are 
pretty well completed. But we do not yet have the assistant secre¬ 
tary because there has been no confirmation of that officer, the 
nominee of the President. 

But we do have a commanding general and we have a number of 
the forces that are required to be part of that directly under his 
command. I have regular meetings with him, and I think that we 
are moving along very much along the lines that the Congress 
wanted, but there are always going to be people who have percep¬ 
tions the other way. 

Mr. McCollum. Mr. Secretary, my time has expired, but I would 
just like to comment to wrap up why I asked you these questions. 

It is apparent to me and I think any Members who have been 
listening for all these many weeks that we wouldn’t have been into 
this situation if the President had first of all followed your advice. 

But secondly, I don’t think we would be here today if those in¬ 
volved in the varying operational aspects of this, whether it was 
the National Security Council or elsewhere, had had confidence 
and had urged on the President whatever options you may have 
presented to him with regard to alternative efforts to get our hos¬ 
tages back, and I think that lack of confidence in whatever alterna¬ 
tives there may be that we discuss in some executive session has to 
go back in part to this kind of thing. 

The fact we have been stalled on special operations, the fact 
there have been people down at your department who have not 
been very happy with that idea over the years and the fact that we 
indeed have not gotten the kind of trust among ourselves in this 
area that is necessary for us to have the kind of support activity to 
present to the President in a way that he can accept, and that just 
goes hand-in-hand with the lack of trust situation for leaks and all 
the other things that have gone on, so I think it is important and 
that is why I raised it with you today. 

I have great respect for you, and I know how much you believe 
in this, but I did think it was important for us to put this in per¬ 
spective on our record, and I do appreciate your indulgence in 
doing that. 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, you make it difficult for me to com¬ 
ment adversely to anything you have said by your generous closing 
remarks, but you will forgive me if I say that I don’t believe it was 
any lack of trust on the capabilities of the Department that led 
others to feel they should take unilateral action, but in any event I 
do feel all of this is better gone into in closed session, which I will 
be delighted to be as frank as possible. 

Mr. McCollum. I look forward to it. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will stand in recess for 10 min¬ 
utes. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will please come to order. 

The Chair is pleased to recognize for 10 minutes. Senator Hatch. 

Mr. Hatch. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Secretary, happy to have you here. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hatch. As you have acknowledged, you knew in January of 
1986 that the President had made the decision to go ahead with the 
Iran initiative and you also knew at that time the project was 
going to be handled under the National Security Act with arms 
being sold from the Department of Defense to the CIA. 

Now, there has been some suggestion that you may have been 
the one who proposed carrying out that operation that way in 
order to comply with the law. Whose plan was it and who came up 
with the idea? 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t know of any one person I can 
assign to it. The thing I emphasized, Senator, was the need to pro¬ 
ceed under the Economy Act, which was the one that required full 
reimbursement, and I can’t remember where the idea of the formal 
transfer to the CIA occurred, but—where it came from, but gener¬ 
ally we have had some activities in the past, covert activities in 
which it has been handled this way, and I believe that that was the 
origin of it. 

Mr. Hatch. Mr. Secretary, as I’ve reviewed the record from Jan¬ 
uary of 1986 forward, you had periodic and regular contacts with 
the Iranian arms sales as they progressed. You and your depart¬ 
ment were responsible for selling the arms to the CIA in February 
and May and in the summer and again in October. They were your 
missiles, your HAWK spare parts. And during this period you were 
also frequently asked to prepare teams for the expected release of 
hostages, which you knew were related to the actual arms sales. 

You were personally confronted by Admiral Crowe in the 
summer of 1986 about the Iranian initiative when he first learned 
about it and, unlike Secretary Shultz, who also opposed the pro¬ 
gram, your department had an ongoing involvement in the arms 
sales. 

I’m wondering—if you did—what you did, if anything, to make 
the system better. Did you propose any alternative plans to accom¬ 
plish what the President obviously wanted to accomplish or do? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Hatch. And these are the plans that you have mentioned 
you would prefer to discuss only in closed session? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Hatch. All right. 

Did you ever ask Admiral Poindexter for the details on how the 
operation was being carried out? 

Secretary Weinberger. I frequently—you said in your statement 
a moment ago, Senator, something I disagree with, that we always 
knew that there was a connection between this and hostage release 
activities and so on. That was never fully established. 

There was a hostage released, I think, or two, during this period, 
but I never knew of any connection between these arms sales and 
that release. In fact, I think they seemed to come from different 
sources and different people and so on. 

So I would disagree that we always knew there was some connec¬ 
tion between the two. 

There was a number of conversations I had with Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter pointing out that more sales were being directed and hos- 
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tages were not being returned, and that I thought that we 
shouldn't do any more until all of the hostages were back, and why 
wasn't the original statements that he made to me—why couldn't 
those promises be kept, things of that kind. 

Mr. Hatch. You were familiar with some of the other foreign 
policy objectives or hoped-for objectives that were discussed 
throughout this process? 

Secretary Weinberger. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Hatch. And they were a lot more than just transferring 
arms for hostages? 

Secretary Weinberger. Oh, indeed, yes. There’s no question 
about it. 

As I mentioned earlier this morning, the President never men¬ 
tioned the initiative of the transaction without always mentioning 
the other objectives hoped for. 

Mr. Hatch. You were also aware that—were you aware at the 
time that this initiative basically was recommended by the Israelis 
or at least- 

Secretary Weinberger. It was claimed—that was one of the 
points put forward as to one of the reasons we should do it, in one 
of the original discussions of it, yes. 

Mr. Hatch. How important are the Israelis with regard to our 
worldwide intelligence operations? 

Secretary Weinberger. How important were they? 

Mr. Hatch. How important are they, their intelligence-gathering 
systems? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I assume that the CIA has some op¬ 
portunity to utilize some of the things they turn in to us, but I 
have no way of characterizing how important it is. 

The CIA analyses come in from numerous sources. 

Mr. Hatch. You are fully aware, though, that the Israelis have 
some of the best intelligence sources in the world? 

Secretary Weinberger. They have a good reputation in intelli¬ 
gence, yes. 

Mr. Hatch. In fact, in some ways a better reputation than even 
we have. 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I don’t know about that. 

Mr. Hatch. I would hope that is so, but I believe it’s otherwise. 
The fact of the matter is we have relied on the Israelis and their 
intelligence-gathering systems throughout most of the tenure that 
you have been here- 

Secretary Weinberger. I think some of the things they gather 
have been utilized and have been part of the analysis process. We 
get intelligence from a lot of sources fortunately. 

Mr. Hatch. Of course we do. 

Did you ever ask what the price—what price the Iranians were 
being charged for the arms? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. 

Mr. Hatch. You never were concerned about that? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. We transferred to the CIA for value 
and that was the extent of our requirement. 

Mr. Hatch. Now, did you go beyond Admiral Poindexter directly 
to the President during any of this process and tell the President 
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were not going ahead in a proper or right fashion? 

Secretary Weinberger. I don't know. I don’t recall any one spe¬ 
cific instance, a date or anything, but there were a number of 
meetings at which the various people who were familiar with this 
were present, and usually my talks were with Admiral Poindexter. 
There may very well have been one or two times at which it was 
mentioned at a meeting in which the President was present, but 
his decision had been made and that was well known. 

Mr. Hatch. You have testified that you are taking steps to re¬ 
ceive further payment from the CIA because of some errors that 
the Department of Defense made in computing the cost of the 
TOWs and the HAWK spare parts. 

Do you know if anyone is attempting to collect that same amount 
from the original buyers, in this case Mr. Hakim and Secord? 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t know anything about them at all. 

Mr. Hatch. It seems to me DOD is making sure your books are 
correct, but after all, by doing-—by getting the price straight be¬ 
tween the CIA and DOD, and I would have to say that that should 
be done because it is ta:<piyers’ money one way or the other, and— 
but, you know, the side issue here is did DOD's mistake cost the 
taxpayers extra monies because the private parties were able to get 
these arms at- 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t see how any such conclusion 
could be drawn, but we- 

Mr. Hatch. Well, I don’t either, but that’s why I am asking the 
question. 

Secretary Weinberger. We want to have the amounts that we 
are told and that we believe were the correct amounts required for 
this transfer to be repaid to us. And we pursue that and, as I say, I 
have every confidence that we will collect it. 

Mr. Hatch. Based on your understanding of the Economy Act, is 
the CIA limited to the amount it may charge buyers of the arms 
the CIA has purchased from you, from the Department of Defense? 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t think there is any such provision. 
I don’t know of any. 

Mr. Hatch. So if they wanted to sell the arms at what they paid 
you for them, then the private parties could buy them at that par¬ 
ticular price? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, if there is a private party involved. 
But I don’t have any knowledge of that, Senator. All I know is that 
we are required—and should be—in transferring to another gov¬ 
ernmental agency, to get full value for that particular system. 

Mr. Hatch. Sure. 

Secretary Weinberger. The pricing problem arose because these 
are now no longer manufactured, they are obsolete weapons, and 
the wrong catalog numbers were used and all that kind of stuff. 

Mr. Hatch. The thrust of my question basically is that DOD is 
limited in the price it may charge the CIA as an intergovernmental 
transfer, but the question is, is the CIA also limited in a similar 
fashion? 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t know. 
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Mr. Hatch. I have a few questions involving your involvement as 
Secretary of Defense in the formulation and review of Presidential 
Findings authorizing covert actions. 

During your tenure as Secretary of Defense, has there been a 
general practice to ask for your input in the formulation of Presi¬ 
dential Findings? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, there has been, and also consent or 
approval of mine has been requested, as it has of others on the Se¬ 
curity Council for these Findings. 

Mr. Hatch. Are you generally informed after a Finding has been 
signed? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, I'm informed that there’s a draft 
going through, and that—if I have made some recommendations, 
whether those have all been accepted. 

But the final form of the Finding comes back to us, yes. 

Mr. Hatch. So you actually get a copy of all Findings on covert 
actions? 

Secretary Weinberger. As far as I know, yes. 

Mr. Hatch. Have the practices regarding Findings changed at all 
since the Iran initiative? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. Mr. Carlucci has initiated a very 
full-scale review to find out whether there were any Findings held 
over from many years ago that were still operative, still current, 
and has canceled a lot of them and has put in a much closer review 
that requires the kind of things you have just been mentioning 
before any new Finding should be issued—a very salutary exercise. 

Mr. Hatch. When we as a committee finally arrive at our final 
conclusions and make recommendations, are there any recommen- 
* dations that you would like to see us make with regard to Findings 
and that process? 

Secretary Weinberger. I think the changes Mr. Carlucci and 
General Powell have initiated are proper ones, and I think they 
should be followed, and I hope the committee would agree with 
that. 

Mr. Hatch. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

My time is up. 

Chairman Hamilton. The Chair recognizes Mr. Boland for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. Boland. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

In October 1984, the so-called full prohibition Boland Amend¬ 
ment was enacted into law. Under its terms, no funds available to 
the Department of Defense could be used to support, uhcotly or in¬ 
directly, military or paramilitary operations in Nicaragua. 

What steps were taken after the passage of this law to inform 
Defense Department personnel, especially those who were stationed 
in Central America, about the types of activities that were now 
prohibited? 

Secretary Weinberger. I would have to try to see if there were 
any specific directives for you, Congressman. The basic idea was 
that we do notify any changes that are required as a result of 
changes of law passed by Congress. 

We had not had any activities underway in Nicaragua. Our ac¬ 
tivities were in El Salvador, and—but I am sure there was a gener¬ 
al notification to Defense personnel of the import of the new law. 
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Mr. Boland. What steps were taken to monitor compliance? 

Secretary Weinberger. We issued any instructions that were re¬ 
quired by the new law, but we didn't have any activities there, so 
we weren’t really monitoring anything that wasn’t happening. 

Mr. Boland. Well, evidence has been presented to these commit¬ 
tees indicating that in November of 1984, Lt. Col. North tasked 
General Paul Gorman, who was the Commander of the Southern 
Command at the time, with furnishing information of the location 
and status of Sandinista Hind helicopters to Colonel North for his 
passage to the Contras. 

To your knowledge, did General Gorman make his superiors in 
DOD aware of this request? 

Secretary Weinberger. I didn't know of it and Mr. North has no 
authority whatever to task anyone. 

Mr. Boland. The evidence presented to this committee—exhibit 
31 in the testimony of Mr. McFarlane when he was here. 

Let me ask, given the disparity of their rank, between general 
and lieutenant colonel, would you attribute General Gorman’s com¬ 
pliance with North’s request to that “White House mystique’’ that 
you mentioned last Friday? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, if there was, indeed, compliance 
with it, yes. There are a number of people who feel that when the 
White House calls, that everything has to be done, but in accord¬ 
ance with that call. But I found this very shortly after I came to 
the Department and right after that time, I issued very strict in¬ 
structions—which, to the best of my knowledge, have been fol¬ 
lowed—that any calls or requests for tasking of the military had to 
be referred to my office, to the Deputy Secretary, if I was away, 
and that they would be acted on only when we were—confirmed 
that this was indeed something that was desired by officials and 
not just by some building. 

Mr. Boland. In October of 1985, the last of the Boland amend¬ 
ments was enacted into law. Under its terms, DOD could not pro¬ 
vide assistance in the conduct or planning of Contra military oper¬ 
ations, although the exchange of some intelligence information was 
permitted as was the furnishing of some communications equip¬ 
ment and also infrastructure support. 

What steps were taken after the enactment of this law to inform 
Defense Department personnel, especially those stationed in Cen¬ 
tral America, about the types of activities that remained off limits 
with respect to the Contras? 

Secretary Weinberger. Again, I wouldn’t have a specific docu¬ 
ment, but whenever there was a change in the law that affected 
people in any theater, there was a basic practice of notification to 
them. I know that the firm understanding that I had and conveyed 
it whenever it was relevant was that we were not permitted under 
these amendments to take actions of this kind in that area. 

Mr. Bolani\ And what steps- 

Secretary Weinberger. None of this, of course, applied to El Sal¬ 
vador. We were continuing to do our activities there with full 
knowledge of the Congress. 

Mr. Boland. I presume that you were monitoring this law and 
compliance with it the same way you were monitoring the first 
one? 
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Secretary Weinberger. Yes, we did not have activities of that 
kind. We didn’t start any, obviously, and we didn’t—-had nothing to 
continue. If I had heard of any violations, obviously we would have 
taken action. 

Mr. Boland. Evidence has been presented to these committees 
indicating that during the period in 1986 in which the Secord 
lethal air supply operation was functioning, Colonel James Steele, 
a military assistance group commander in Central America, was 
actively assisting it at Lt. Col. North’s direction. 

Who in the Department of Defense was aware of Colonel Steele's 
activities? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I don’t know. I was not at that 
time aware of any activity that would contravene the law. 

Mr. Boland. I am curious as to the means by which the Defense 
Department personnel are assigned to the National Security Coun¬ 
cil Staff? 

How many are currently detailed to the NSC staff from the 
DOD? 

Secretary Weinberger. I would have to find the exact number 
for you, but it is a common request for the White House—Security 
Council and others—-to request the temporary assignment of mili¬ 
tary personnel and usually those are honored. But I can get you 
the exact number. I don’t know what it is today. 

Mr. Boland. Also, would you supply for the record how many 
were there when Mr. McFarlane and Admiral Poindexter were Na¬ 
tional Security Advisers? 

Secretary Weinberger. I would have to get that for you. But it is 
easily obtainable. I have no idea of the precise number. But it was 
in response to formal requests. 

Mr. Boland. Are you consulted on what particular personnel or 
individual would be assigned to the NSC staff? 

Secretary Weinberger. Ordinarily not. No. Ordinarily there 
would be a request for an individual by name. If the service was 
agreeable, why, the assignment would go forward in a fairly rou¬ 
tine fashion. 

Mr. Boland. So they are not requested by name? Or are they? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, usually for National Security Coun¬ 
cil staff, they would be requested by name. 

Mr. Boland. Who requested the assignment of Lt. Col. North and 
Admiral Poindexter to the NSC? 

Secretary Weinberger. Admiral Poindexter had been over there 
for some time. I think he went over shortly after William Clark 
became National Security Adviser. But, again, I could find out for 
you. 

North, I don’t know. I don’t know who requested him. Again, we 
can find out. 

Mr. Boland. As you have indicated, both had been there for 
some time. I presume they must have been requested by the Na¬ 
tional Security Adviser at the time, Mr. Allen. 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, it could be. They it could have been 
before. I think that Admiral Poindexter for a time was in the State 
Department and then was reassigned. But we can get the full histo¬ 
ry for you. 
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Mr. Boland. And whether or not the Secretary of Defense has to 
sign off on the assignment of military officers or DOD civilian per¬ 
sonnel to the NSC staff? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. Ordinarily not. 

Mr. Boland. For the last 5 years, we have heard different de¬ 
scriptions by the administrator—this administration of the goals 
that the Contras were to achieve in Nicaragua. First, we were told 
they were going to be an arms interdiction force. Next we were 
tola they were going to be—to prevent the Sandinistas from con¬ 
solidating power by attacking noneconomic targets. 

Then we were informed that their goal was to either drive the 
Sandinistas from power or drive them to the negotiating table to 
bargain away their power. 

On Friday, you described the Contras as a force which would pre¬ 
vent a Nicaraguan invasion of El Salvador, Costa Rica, Guatemala, 
and Honduras, while at the same time prevent the dissolution of 
NATO by enabling the United States to retain and maintain a siz¬ 
able number of troops on guard in Europe. 

As I listened, the Contras, heretofore described as a guerrilla 
force of questionable ability, became transformed into Patton’s 
Third Army. 

My question is this: given the status of forces in Nicaragua, what 
is it that your planners expect the Contras to achieve militarily 
without direct U.S. intervention either in the form of a naval 
blockade or the introduction of ground troops? 

What kinds of mileposts should we use to determine whether the 
Contras are capable of doing what you say they can do? 

Secretary Weinberger. Congressman, 1 think if you will permit 
me to say so, that is auite an inaccurate representation of my testi¬ 
mony. What I was talking about was how important it was not to 
have a Soviet base—another Soviet base in that area. 

What I was talking about was some of the very bad effects that 
would flow from that, and they include the ability to interdict con¬ 
voys, to interdict trade routes, to gather more intelligence, all of 
which is happening in Cuba. 

I did not say that the Contras were the force that would stop all 
this or anything of the kind. What I did say was that in my opin¬ 
ion—and I don r t know who told you what previous rationales or 
support arguments for Contra funding. 

But what I believe is that proper response and *'ie proper reason 
is that I think it is essential for two reasons. I t lunk it is essential 
that we support them as people who are fighting for their freedom, 
as we support people fighting for their freedom in various parts of 
the world in one way or the other, including Afghanistan. 

And I think that it is essential that we do that. 

I also think it is essential for our own national interests that 
they have the—and realize the promises of the revolution that 
were—at the time that Somoza was overthrown that were made to 
them, and promises which have been totally, brazenly, and continu¬ 
ously violated. 

They have no freedom of speech, no freedom of religion, no free¬ 
dom of press, no freedoms of any kind as we understand them in 
Nicaragua. I think it is very mucn to our—in our national interests 
to help people who are fighting to regain those freedoms. 
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And that is the reason that I think we should support them. 

I also think we should support them because it is quite apparent 
that if we do not, there will be no opposition to another Soviet base 
in that part of the world. And that is a long way from saying that 
the Contras are going to be an army strong enough to deal with all 
of these problems. 

That isn't the point. The point is to restore to these people as 
well as to other Nicaraguans the freedoms that were promised to 
them at the time of the revolution and these are the normal free¬ 
doms that you and I enjoy and take for granted and that these 
people were promised and have been denied.. 

Those are the reasons why I think we should continue to support 
them and support them very vigorously and support them within 
the law and oy funds appropriated by the Congress which I have 
urged many, many times ana would continue to urge. 

Nothing that has happened here or nothing that has happened 
by people who may not have observed the law has changed the im¬ 
portance and the necessity for our continued support of people 
fighting for their freedom in Nicaragua and people who are fight¬ 
ing to make sure that we don’t have another Soviet base in that 
part of the world. 

Mr. Boland. Well, Mr. Secretary, you have used all of my time 
in answering that question. 

I don't think you answered the question fully. In any event, some 
time I would like to know what your planners say they can achieve 
in the manner in which they are conducting the guerrilla warfare 
in Nicaragua. 

Secretary Weinberger. The only thing I know is that we can’t 
achieve anything except having another Soviet base if we don’t try 
our best to help these people. 

Mr. Boland. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you. Senator Cohen. 

Mr. Cohen. Thank you Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, Jack An¬ 
derson and Dale Van Atta ran a series of columns back in March- 
March 2, 4, and 15—and if I can just summarize what is contained 
in those articles, it had to do with the Navy undertaking negotia¬ 
tions with certain elements within Iran to acquire test benches for 
the F-14 aircraft. 

The line had been shut down in this country. It was estimated 
that roughly it would cost $96 million to open that line, to produce 
a dozen of these so-called test benches which are sophisticated elec¬ 
tronic devices to check out technical difficulties with the F-14 air¬ 
craft. 

They started negotiating with the Iranians because the Iranians 
had several of them left over, about eight or nine as I recall. That 
occurred in the fall of 1985, around October. It appeared that the 
Navy would be successful in acquiring these nine test benches for 
about $10 million as opposed to $96 million to produce them our¬ 
selves. 

Then in January, things started to unravel—January of 1986— 
corresponding with the time when the United States was undertak¬ 
ing to negotiate with the Iranians for the release of the hostages. 

At that point, the Iranians no longer asked for cash. They asked 
for TOWS, Phoenix air-to-air missiles, and other weaponry. 
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I was wondering whether you had an opportunity to validate or 
verify whether there is any substance to the columns? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. There isn’t any substance to it what¬ 
ever. When I heard you were going to raise the point, we made in¬ 
quiry. I had not heard of it before. 

The facts are apparently these, Senator: one of the shadowy offi¬ 
cials who appears to be described generally as an American busi¬ 
nessman appeared and sidled up to somebody, one of the program 
managers in the Navy, and said that he understood that they 
needed some of these test benches and that he knew where they 
could get them for a bargain price. 

This person passed on in the Navy—passed on this information, 
and when it appeared that it was—required dealings with the Ira¬ 
nians it was immediately dropped and nothing was ever heard 
about it again until these columns appeared with this very distort¬ 
ed version that you have quoted. 

Mr. Cohen. So there is no basis in fact. 

Secretary Weinberger. None whatsoever. 

Mr. Cohen. All right. 

Secretary Weinberger. Never reached my attention in any 
event. 

Of course, if it had, it would have been turned off at once. It 
never moved out of this so-called American businessman and the 
subprogram manager, whoever it was for this particular program. 

Mr. Cohen. You checked with officials within the Navy Depart¬ 
ment? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, after we heard you were going to 
mention it. 

Mr. Cohen. One of the comments frequently made is the effect 
the Iran case is going to have on the arms export control enforce¬ 
ment of this country. I know you expend a considerable amount of 
energy and time trying to beef up our ability to stop the flow of 
weaponry going to the Middle East, to the Iranians in particular. 
And it is clear to me that the disclosure of what has taken place 
will have a very negative impact upon that effort, not only with 
our allies, but also with perhaps even the private sector. 

I was particularly concerned that last Friday, I noticed on last 
Friday’s news accounts, that a court in New York had dropped 46 
out of 54 counts against defendants who were charged with smug¬ 
gling $2 billion worth of weapons to Iran in violation of U.S. export 
control laws. 

The newspaper didn’t go into any detail about the court's rulings 
as to why the counts were dropped. I don't think it is difficult to 
perceive that what the defense is going to argue or did argue that 
if the U.S. Government can sell weapons to Iran, why not our cli¬ 
ents. 

The lact is we may have negotiated with the Iranians out of pa¬ 
triotism and private citizens may have done so for profit, but I 
think a judge and jury are going to have some difficulty in drawing 
the distinction between the two, particularly since two U.S. private 
citizens have about $8 million sitting in cold storage in Swiss bank 
accounts and when the former Chief of Staff, Donald Regan’s notes 
of a November 10, 1986, meeting in the White House contain a ref¬ 
erence to the Vice President, where the Vice President asked, “Is 
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the New York case a private or public endeavor to sell arms to 
Iran?" 

And according to Mr. Regan's note, the answer was “probably 
private with government knowledge.” 

Now, Senator Rudman also earlier this morning pointed out that 
there was a sort of a rare alignment of the planets of State and 
Defense on a key policy issue in which the President failed to be 
drawn into your gravitational orbit on that issue. 

I would just like to quote something to you to see if you would 
agree with this final point, because many people have pointed out 
all of the reasons why it was a bad idea to begin this policy in the 
first place, but this individual focused on something else. 

He said, “If there should be a successful release, the truth will 
still almost certainly come out with a joy over return of the hos¬ 
tages only temporarily overshadowing tough questions and criti¬ 
cisms and accusations from certain foreign governments and do¬ 
mestic political circles. In addition to public criticism, there is the 
problem that those holding our hostages and other potential hos¬ 
tage-taking groups will know of it and know to deal with the 
United States and get things from the U.S. Finally, even if there 
were to be no outside knowledge of these efforts, to ignore funda¬ 
mental policy tenets, the super-secretive apparently hypocritical 
approach to the problem has a significant negative impact upon 
many of those who are unaware of it and who also are involved in 
doing their utmost in working faithfully for the hostage release 
and other problems within policy guidelines.” 

Would you agree with that statement that even if we were suc¬ 
cessful in getting hostages out, it would have a negative impact 
upon our future relations with our allies? 

Secretary Weinberger. I think I made some of the points in 
some of the meetings and I think others did, too. You must under¬ 
stand, Senator, this was not the only subject on which the Secre¬ 
tary of State and I agree. We agree far more than people credit us 
with. 

Mr. Cohen. I think Senator Rudman posed it, the one case where 
you both agreed and the President rejected your collective and 
combined wisdom. 

Secretary Weinberger. I have not been able to think of any 
others in that category. 

Mr. Cohen. Congressman Hyde last Friday, I think, offered some 
very valuable comments. He pointed out that a number of the indi¬ 
viduals involved in this affair were veterans of the Vietnam war 
and they were and perhaps remain somewhat bitter toward the 
people and the process that they believed sold them out. 

After listening to Congressman Hyde, I went back and read Phil¬ 
lip Caputo’s book A Rumor of War over the weekend. He describes 
some of that despair as he left Vietnam. 

He described banking over the China Sea, heading toward Okina¬ 
wa toward freedom from death's embrace. 

He said, “None of us was a hero. We would not return to cheer¬ 
ing crows, parades, and the pealing of cathedral bells. We had done 
nothing more than endure, we had survived and that was our only 
victory.” 
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I think that sense of despair is the most poignantly drawn that I 
have read about the war. 

I would say that it is one thing to understand their despair and 
deepseated bitterness, but I think quite another to put people in 
positions that permit them to twist and distort the political process 
to either conform to their world vision or satisfy a need for moral 
retribution. 

I would say that if those who served in Vietnam want to affect 
public policy, then perhaps they should seek public office. 

I am thinking specifically of Senator John McCain who spent 
about 5 Vz years as a guest at the Hanoi Hilton. At least by seeking 
public office, the public has an opportunity to judge whether their 
view are valid or invalid. 

But no matter how sympathetic we are to these individuals, I 
think in our system, the military has to remain subordinate to ci¬ 
vilian control and from the evidence, those who opposed the policy 
that was being promoted by those within the NSC were seen as ad¬ 
versaries who had to be either avoided or defeated. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to just conclude my participation in 
these proceedings with an observation that we nave witnessed a 
parade of high-minded and seemingly non-threatening, indeed con¬ 
genial people come before this committee and describe their actions 
and their motivations. 

A central lesson in what will necessarily be an inconclusive 
report is that democracy must be protected against its friends as well 
as its enemies. 

And that the law might be equally violated when people act out 
of patriotic passion and zeal as when they act out of contempt and 
calculated disrespect and disregard for the political process. 

A philosopher that I recall reading many years ago observed 
“The wise and the foolish are equally innocuous. It is the half-wise 
and the half-foolish that pose the greatest danger." 

I would suggest, respectfully, Mr. Chairman, that may be an ap¬ 
propriate epitaph for the conclusion of these hearings. 

Chairman Hamilton. The Chair recognizes Mr. Jenkins for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. Jenkins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Secretary, I want to initially ask you this question. In the 
last few months there has been a turn of events dealing with Iran 
as well as Kuwait, with the flagging of the ships and so forth, do 
you see any direct or indirect connection between the confusion 
that may have developed with the press story, that first was re¬ 
leased in Lebanon, with the difficulties that we are now having? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, sir, I really don't. You mean the 
press story that first started discussing the arms transfers? 

Mr. Jenkins. Yes. What I am referring to, specifically, of course, 
Kuwait was looking to the Soviet Union as far as the flagging of 
some of their ships. There was a good deal of discussion before we 
came into this. Do you see any relationship? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, sir, I really don’t. I can understand 
the hypothesis that has been made by some, and we discussed it at 
some length on Friday here, but I do not see any connection. 

I think the Kuwaitis have a very reasonable and natural desire 
to make sure that their shipping is allowed to proceed through 
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international waters without being attacked, and that some of it 
had been attacked, and they need additional protection which they 
can’t furnish themselves because of their size, and they have asked 
us to do it and we have agreed to do it. 

I don’t see any connection between that and this whole unfortu¬ 
nate set of episodes we have been talking about. 

Mr. Jenkins. I want you to turn to exhibit 4. I want to discuss 
this just a moment. 

You previously testified about your initial reaction, which you re¬ 
affirm now, that this was an absurd idea. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Jenkins. The note dated June 19 has this statement: “By all 
means pass it to &ich^’—the Assistant Secretary—“but the assump¬ 
tion here is that, one, Iran is about to fall.” This was back in 1985 
which you are indicating was a false assumption? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, by my opinion, yes. 

Mr. Jenkins. And throughout 1985 and up until 1986, this was 
still your opinion? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Jenkins. Amazing to me, and I know Senator Nunn has 
gone into this, as to how the President could have received an 
answer that’s not off five degrees or 10 degrees, but 180 degrees. 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I don’t attempt to explain it, Mr. 
Jenkins, but when people have an agenda and they are arguing for 
particular points, they may be willing to utilize minority intelli¬ 
gence views. I really don’t know. 

Mr. Jenkins. But that was not discussed in the meetings that 
you had with the President? 

Secretary Weinberger. I did not hear it discussed in that No¬ 
vember 10, 1986, meeting that we have talked about earlier. No, 
sir. I tried to make notes of that meeting, and my notes didn’t in¬ 
clude that, but this is not to say that those notes were absolutely 
complete or that I didn’t miss something. It’s also possible that 
there may have been discussion about it immediately after the 
meeting formally finished, or any one of a number of things. But I 
do not happen to remember any discussion about that point at that 
time. 

But my conviction has been right along that this is a stalemated 
ground situation, that Iran is most certainly not about to fall or 
anything close to it, and that given Iraq’s basic approach to the 
war, which, as I understand it, seems to be not to try to achieve a 
military victory, the idea of Iran about to lose seems to me to be 
totally wrong. 

Mr. Jenkins. With your forceful opposition to the proposal as 
well as that of Secretary Shultz, who was the most persuasive 
person? I keep—during all of these hearings, we have not heard 
the person that was—that persuaded the President. Was it Casey? 
Was it McFarlane? Who? 

Secretary Weinberger. Two things, sir. First of all, I heard Mr. 
McFarlane and Mr. Poindexter push the program from time to 
time at its beginning, and later. But the assumption seems to be 
that somebody has to persuade the President of something one way 
or the other. 
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This President is a man with very definite ideas. He is a superb 
leader, in my opinion, and he has his own judgments and his own 
ideas, and he’s going to listen to advice and he’s going to listen to 
recommendations, but he's not always going to follow them. I've had 
the great privilege of working with him for many, many years, and 
have made recommendations to him before that he has not agreed 
to and made recommendations that he has agreed to, and made 
recommendations that he partially agreed with. He has his own 
mind that he makes up after listening to a number of different 
views. 

And so I don’t—I think, as I say, there were two or three things 
that were very persuasive to him here, and one of them was cer¬ 
tainly that it would be a good idea to get a better relationship with 
Iran, and I argued strenuously that we couldn't do that with the 
group that is there now. He also obviously was motivated by the 
nope of getting the hostages back, and I think all of these things 
were things that he was—that were presuasive to him. But I don’t 
think he requires any one person to be for something or any one 
person to be against it, and then to follow that slavishly. He 
doesn’t operate that way. He never has. 

Mr. Jenkins. Well, I was just curious as to who the individual 
was that made the best argument for the sale. 

Secretary Weinberger. Perhaps the President. There’s certainly, 
as I say, Mr. McFarlane—in the beginning—Admiral Poindexter. 

I mentioned Friday that Bill Casey, I think, thought sincerely 
that there was a real intelligence gain that could come from an 
improved relationship. 

Mr. Jenkins. In your view, the President was more or less for it 
from the very beginning? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I don’t think that’s correct, sir. I got 
the strong impression in August of 1985 and in December of 1985 
that he was not for it. That it was in January of 1986 that he was 
for it. And I don’t know of any single person or single event, but 
he—I iust assume that he considered all the arguments many 
times, heard them all, and made up his own mind. 

Mr. Jenkins. Let me have you turn to exhibit 6, where Colonel 
North in this PROF note indicates—this is to Poindexter, I believe: 
“In accord with your instructions, I have told their agent that we 
will sell them 120 items at price they can meet.’’ 

I want to talk about price for just a moment because I am not 
fully acquainted with this. When you sell to another agency, you 
sell at replacement cost, or do you sell at fair-market value? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I think the requirement of the law 
is fair market value, and it is a difficult thing to ascertain when 
you are dealing with obsolete weapons that are no longer manufac¬ 
tured. And I think when you have that kind of situation, as I later 
learned, what they try to do is go back and deal something with 
the basic original- 

Mr. Jenkins. This PROF note is talking about HAWKs, not 
TOWs, I believe. 

But either way, normally the fair market value would be sub¬ 
stantially less than replacement cost; isn’t that correct? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I don't know that that’s generally 
true or not. 
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In this particular situation you had weapons that are no longer 
manufactured, that are obsolete, which we had a very, very large 
supply, and we—I think under those circumstances, since you can't 
go buy thorn on the market, so to speak, why then you have to look 
at what they cost you, and I think they try to add in any improve¬ 
ments that may have been made to them. Certainly they are sup¬ 
posed to add in any of the shipping costs or things of that kind. 

But we re supposed to get, as I understand it, fair market value 
under the Economy Act. And that’s what we tried to get. And as 
I’ve said, there were some honest mistakes made in the computa¬ 
tion of that price that was submitted to CIA and we made that up 
by submitting what we believe is the correct price now, and a lot of 
it we collected. 

Mr. Jenkins. Colonel North’s statement that we will sell them 
120 items at a price they can meet, you have- 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t know what he’s talking about 
there, no. 

Mr. Jenkins. You didn't have any discussions- 

Secretary Weinberger. None whatever. 

Mr. Jenkins. —whatsoever with him- 

Secretary Weinberger. No. 

Mr. Jenkins. —with Colonel North on prices? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. Or anything else. 

Mr. Jenkins. Nor anything else? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. 

Mr. Jenkins. You never discussed anything with him? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. 

Mr. Jenkins. During any of the National Security Council meet¬ 
ings, was he present at- 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t recall his being present. He may 
have been sitting in the back sometimes, but I don’t recall it. 

Mr. Jenkins. On to my final area. I want to talk for just a 
moment about the Findings. 

I understand your testimony that you did not know about the 
January 17 Finding, I guess, until later. 

Secretary Weinberger. Until, yes, November, I think. 

Mr. Jenkins. And that this is not the normal process. Normally 
you would be advised as a Finding works its way through the draft 
stages into its final form, would you not? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. That’s been the practice with all the 
other Findings with which I’m familiar. I don’t know of any others 
that were not handled that way. 

Mr. Jenkins. So the Findings for this particular project were 
handled in an unusual- 

Secretary Weinberger. Very unusual. 

Mr. Jenkins. —very unusual manner? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Jenkins. And, as a matter of fact- 

Secretary Weinberger. I would like to think unique. 

Mr. Jenkins. Bizarre? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, that has never happened before 
and I hope it will never happen again. 

Mr. Jenkins. I think that is a good place for me to stop. It is bi¬ 
zarre. 
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Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

Chairman Inouye. The chair yields 5 minutes to committee coun¬ 
sel, Mr. Albright. 

Mr. Albright. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, are you 
familiar with the Special Operations Policy Advisory Group, or the 
SOPAG? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I know a little bit about—I just 
heard the initials. I’m not too familiar with it by that name. 

Mr. Albright. Are you familiar with what the function of that 
group is? 

Secretary Weinberger. I wouldn’t want to testify about it. I have 
heard the initials a little bit, but I don't have any expert knowl¬ 
edge of it, no. 

Mr. At bright. You do know, though, do you not, that Major Gen¬ 
eral Secord was appointed as a consultant to that group? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I have read that he was, yes. 

Mr. Albright. Do you know who made his appointment? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Albright. His membership was terminated on August 4, 
1986, based upon his failure to submit a financial disclosure form 
to the DOD. 

Were you aware of this? 

Secretary Weinberger. I have read about it since, but I didn’t 
know it at the time. 

Mr. Albright. As you may know, there’s certain troubling evi¬ 
dence that has been presented to the committee concerning Mr. Se- 
cord's financial operations. Likewise his financial stake in the Iran 
and Contra operations has caused concern. 

Do you know what type of financial data he refused to submit? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I wouldn't have any knowledge of 
the financial statements of people under various advisory commit¬ 
tees or consultants. In the normal course, I wouldn’t ever see any 
of those, and I've never seen his. 

Mr. Albright. I would ask you to look at exhibit 33, if you 
would, which are questions and answers that you supplied to the 
House Permanent Select Committee on 18 December 19o6. 

There you mention that Major General Secord was removed from 
the group for failure to file the financial information. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Albright. Is there anything other than that general infor¬ 
mation that vou could provide to the committee? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. That information was provided in re¬ 
sponse to a specific request by the committee, and we looked it up 
and got all the facts we could and turned them in. 

I did not have anv knowledge of it before the preparation of that 
response, and I don't know of anything other than that. 

Mr. Albright. Mr. Secretaiw, you testified that on Friday that 
on January 17th or January 18th you received a call from Admiral 
Poindexter informing you that the President had decided to pro¬ 
ceed with the Iranian initiative. 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. Albright. You also testified that you did not know at that 
time that the President had signed the Finding regarding the 
covert action. 
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Secretary Weinberger. Yes, that’s correct. 

Mr. Albright. You are aware that it is only through the Presi¬ 
dent’s specific determination to withhold notification to Congress, 
as embodied in the January 17 Finding, that placed the require¬ 
ment for notifying Congress’with the President, are you not? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I have been aware—become aware 
since, when I found out about the Finding, that it also contained 
that stricture, yes. 

Mr. Albright. And you may recall that Mr. Genzman pointed 
out on Friday that the GAO conclusion dealing with notification of 
Congress said, and I quote, “Although DOD covert arms transfers 
may ordinarily be subject to congressional notification require¬ 
ments, in this case the President’s Finding ensured that the re¬ 
sponsibility for meeting any such requirements remained with 
him.” 

As you have stated, you didn't see the Finding until the fall of 
1986? 

Secretary Weinberger. Sometime m November, yes, or Decem¬ 
ber. 

Mr. Albright. So at the time that DOD made the various trans¬ 
fers to the CIA, you were not aware that Congress was not going to 
be notified; is that correct? 

Secretary Weinberger. I did not know anything about it, no. 

Mr. Albright. Did anyone specifically tell you that Congress was 
not going to be notified? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, not until November or December of 
that year. 

Mr. Albright. Absent the knowledge of the non-notification 
clause in the Finding, would you have felt any obligation to see 
that DOD inform the Congress of the transfer? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I don’t think we had any responsi¬ 
bility or there was any notification issue. When we sell to another 
governmental agency, my understanding is that there is no re¬ 
quirement for that. 

Mr. Albright. Well, there’s been a great deal of discussion about 
that among the various agencies and within the various agencies, 
and as it’s presently understood, the requirement rests with the 
Agency to whom transfers are made; is that correct? 

Secretary Weinberger. That’s the general understanding I have, 
yes, that we transfer to the other agency of the Government and 
that whatever reporting requirement is to be done, is to be done by 
them at whatever time they decide. 

Mr. Albright. One final question, if I may. 

Do you think that any legislative changes need to be made to 
tighten this aspect of congressional notification, and do you feel 
that some obligation should be placed on the transferring agency 
as well as the receiving agency? 

Secretary Weinberger. I don’t have any particularly strong 
views on it. I think it important that Congress be notified, but I 
think that the transferee agency is perfectly capable of doing it— 
the transferring agency is. I don’t think it makes an awful lot of 
difference. 

Mr. Albright. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Chairman Inouye. Thank you very much. 

Before proceeding, the following exhibits will be made part of the 
record: CWW-58 and CWW-59 and GPS-66. 

[Exhibit GPS-66 appears in volume 100-9.] 

Mr. McCollum. Mr. Chairman, may I ask unanimous consent on 
that same point, that the Latham memorandum that I showed the 
Secretary earlier to be made an exhibit or part of the record. 

Chairman Inouye. Has that been cleared and sanitized? 

Mr. McCollum. It doesn’t contain any—it hasn’t been cleared or 
anything, but it doesn’t retain anything remotely sensitive. 

Chairman Inouye. Without objection, so ordered. 

Mr. Secretary, all of the Members of the panel have now asked 
their questions. However, three Members have reserved their 
time—Mr. Broomfield, Senator Sarbanes, and Senator McClure. 

So now I will call upon Congressman Broomfield for 2 minutes. 

Mr. Broomfield. First of all, Mr. Chairman, I would like to com¬ 
pliment you and Senator Rudman and Senator—Congressman Lee 
Hamilton and also Dick Cheney for the way you have conducted 
these hearings. I think you have been extremely fair, and I just 
wanted you to know, as one Member of this committee, we are very 
proud of the way you have conducted them. 

I don’t have anything profound to say, but I do want to say this. 
Cap, I think that you and President Reagan have done a great deal 
to rebuild the credibility of this country as far as our defenses are 
concerned. I think, as I look back over these hearings, obviously I 
think it’s unfortunate we had this Iran-Contra affair, but hopefully 
as a result of it we’ll be better for it. 

I think the reason I say that is I certainly don't condone the 
wrongdoing that was connected with the Iran-Contra affair, and I 
think the administration, to their credit—President Reagan has 
moved right in and changed things, as you have explained yester¬ 
day, as far as the National Security Council is concerned. 

But really what does bother me is what is happening in Congress 
today. I think we have a situation that’s turning more toward isola¬ 
tionism. It makes it awful difficult for the President of the United 
States to conduct foreign policy. 

And I would hope that—I often think of the great statesman 
from Michigan, the late Arthur Vandenberg, who came to the 
rescue of President Truman on the Marshall Plan back in 1948. It 
really started us off on a bipartisan foreign policy. 

And I was just thinking this morning, I had my staff get out the 
Inaugural Address of President Kennedy, what he said back on 
January 20, 1961, when he said in his Inaugural Address that he 
promised the United States—and I quote, “We shall pay any price, 
we’ll bear any burden, and we’ll meet any hardship, we’ll support 
any friend, oppose any foe, to assure survival and the success of lib¬ 
erty.’’ 

How true that is. And wouldn’t it be great if we could get back 
where members of both the Republican and Democratic parties 
would look at our foreign policy as American foreign policy—not a 
Republican or a Democrat foreign policy, but what’s good for 
America. 

I thank you very much for your fine appearance. Thank you, sir. 
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Chairman Inouye. Senator Sarbanes is recognized for 16 min¬ 
utes. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Mr. Secretary, I doubt I’ll use all that time, but 
there are a couple of questions I want to put to you and then I 
want to develop a general subject area. I wanted to just ask you in 
the sending of Mr. McFarlane into Tehran in May of 1986, which, 
of course, you did not know about, but aside from your view about 
the initiative itself and the fact that vou did not think it was a 
path down which we should proceed, what is your view of exposing 
a person who only 6 months before had been the National Security 
Adviser and had held that position for 2 years so that he had 
access to our country's most important secrets, to that risk of being 
taken in that environment, wasn't that a rash and imprudent 
course of action? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I would not have selected Mr. 
McFarlane for that assignment if it had to be made, for a number 
of reasons, and I think the one you have mentioned is certainly a 
valid source of concern, yes. 

That is not .an atmosphere in which anyone can feel that they 
can enter without that kind of risk being at least possible, and cer¬ 
tainly that is a proper risk to have in mind with that kind of 
choice of envoy, assuming one had to go, which I would strong¬ 
ly— 

Mr. Sarbanes. Which you were against in the first place. 

Secretary Weinberger, Yes. 

Mr. Sarbanes. On the Grenada situation, which you cited as an 
example, that was an instance in which in a very highly secure 
matter, the Congress, the leaders of the Congress, were given 
notice ahead of time. 

Secretary Weinberger. They were indeed. I was present Sunday, 
Sunday night, and the landing was Tuesday morning. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Would you say that one of the reasons to give 
notice, aside from letting the Congress know, is to gain the benefit 
of the Congress' perception of the course of action that it is 
planned to be followed? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes, of course. 

Mr. Sarbanes. For instance, in the arms-for-hostage situation, I 
think it is reasonable to assume that had the Congress been noti¬ 
fied of that, the leadership, and it can be restricted under existing 
procedures to eight people out of 535, to only eight, but had they 
been told they would have had a very sharp reaction to it that 
would have essentially tracked the policy position that you and the 
Secretary of State were arguing within the administration circles. 

In fact, I dare say that one of the things they would have pointed 
to was that your credibility and the Secretary of State’s credibility 
would be severely undermined since you were pushing as hard as 
you could Operation Staunch, and that this would have exposed 
you where the countries, in effect, realized the United States was 
pursuing an opposite policy at the same time that you and the Sec¬ 
retary were pressing them not to ship arms. 

You, in fact, encountered difficulties in that regard, did you not? 

Secretary Weinberger. In which regard? 

Mr. Sarbanes. In terms of your credibility with respect to Oper¬ 
ation Staunch. 
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Secretary Weinberger. Yes, I did, and I am afraid there was 
some loss of credibility of the country because we were, as you say, 
pushing that initiative, that line of argument as carefully as we 
could and as vigorously as we could, that it was to everybody’s dis¬ 
advantage and we hoped they would stop that. 

That was both before as well as after these transactions. Certain¬ 
ly there is bound to be some considerable question raised after that 
sort of experience. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Now, on Friday we discussed the import of having 
the responsible policymakers cut out of the process, particularly 
yourself and the Secretary of State, who along with the President 
and Vice President, constitute the statutory members of the Na¬ 
tional Security Council. 

And we agreed that that was an inexcusable and deplorable way 
to conduct the policymaking process of the Government. But I want 
to take just a few minutes today to focus on something that it 
seems to me raised very significant dangers in the sense of going 
beyond that. 

And that is to look at this covert, unaccountable network that 
was being put into place to carry on activities. And there is an ex¬ 
hibit there that was included at the time of General Singlaub's tes¬ 
timony and then also again with respect to Colonel North. 

Now, this was a proposal and to the best of our knowledge, noth¬ 
ing was done to implement it. And as it states in the “objective” 
right at the top of the page, “to create a conduit for maintaining a 
continuous flow of Soviet weapons and technology to be utilized by 
the United States in its support of Freedom Fighters in Nicaragua, 
Afghanistan, Angola, Cambodia, Ethiopia,” et cetera. 

And I think you get the best picture of it if you look at the chart 
on the second page, the three-way trade, in which the United 
States would send high technology to Country B, which would then 
send military equipment to Country A, which would then send the 
kind of military equipment to be used by Freedom Fighters to the 
trading company, which would then be in a position to disburse it 
around the world. 

And on che following page, it states that as results of this, in the 
third paragraph, the United States then has at its disposal large 
and continuous supply of Soviet technology and weapons to chan¬ 
nel to Freedom Fighters worldwide, mandating neither the consent 
or awareness of the Department of State or Congress. I take it that 
this is new to you. 

Secretary Weinberger. I have never seen anything like this 
before, no, sir, and I hope I won’t again. 

Mr. Sarbanes. I was just going to ask you what your reaction is. 

Secretary Weinberger. This is absurd as far as I am concerned, 
and I don’t know of anybody who—the typing and everything about 
it looks totally unfamiliar. But I don’t know where it came from, 
but there is so many things wrong with it I don't think either you 
or I have time to go into them all now. I have never seen it before, 
no. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Now, the plan that Colonel North, and General 
Secord, and Mr. Hakim put into place was in some respects not en¬ 
tirely different, at least in terms of what they were seeking to de¬ 
velop, which was a hidden, unaccountable network, that was out- 



254 


side of all established channels and legitimate authority, and if you 
consider this I find the prospects chilling. 

In effect, they were setting up a system where they would create 
a treasury from contributions by private individuals by solicita¬ 
tions to foreign countries and by the profits off of arms sales, the 
markup off of arms sales. That was what General Secord called the 
Enterprise when he testified before us. 

And then the Enterprise would be able to engage in activities 
around the world. Now, they diverted monies from the Iran arms 
sales to the Contras although only a small portion of it, and it is 
very important to stress that, most of that money is in the Enter¬ 
prise still. 

We are talking about $8 million. But the prospects for this Enter¬ 
prise were really extraordinary. When Mr. Hakim was here, we 
went over the Secord structure, and he had a chart there i;i which 
he had drawn in a box for Africa, and we asked him about that 
and he said, well, he said, one day General Secord says “who 
knows, if we do a good job the President may send us to Angola," 
and Mr. Hakim said, “at the rate these people have been going and 
coming up with so many surprises, I would not be surprised if they 
indeed did that, and I didn’t want to have the burden of running 
around doing too any things at the same time, so I said let me go 
ahead and form another, not form a company, but have it ready. 
Indeed, it would happen I would just plug in a company in there 
and go ahead with it, just further foresight on my part.” And I said 
to him, “so—while General Secord made it as a joke, you thought 
there was a possibility it might happen. Is that correct? 1 ' 

Mr. Hakim said, “Yes, sir.” And I then said to him, “Later you 
said, in my mind, you know the way this crazy thing is going, they 
might do that.’’ He said, “Yes, sir.’’ 

‘ r So the Enterprise had the potential, in your mind, to expand its 
activities?’’ And he said, “Yes. 

And then he was later asked, “It could have gone elsewhere as 
well?’’ And he said, “Yes." 

So you had this covert, unaccountable network being established 
outside of all channels of authority or responsibility with the possi¬ 
bility of, in effect, implementing its own policy. 

Now, Admiral Poindexter, when he appeared before us, said he 
thought that this idea had some attractive features to it. He didn't 
know about it in detail. But he says, “It is an idea that has some 
attractive features, in my mind." 

And the question I would put to you, obviously: is it an idea that 
has any attractive features in your mind? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, none whatever, Senator. I thought 
that the common law and all of the rules under which civilization 
is governed grew out of the recognition that the warring private 
feudal groups could lead to nothing but war, and that the only way 
you could ever get a peaceful community under the rule of law was 
to have a government which was the source of and indeed the re¬ 
pository of the law. 

So I think any of these things that attempt to run private oper¬ 
ations of this nature become private governments, is totally wrong 
and I would be totally opposed to it. 
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Mr. Sarbanes. Well, Mr. Secretary, let me just close with this ob¬ 
servation. I think frankly these hearings have served very impor¬ 
tant purposes. If they succeed in nothing else than making the 
contribution of replacing deniability with accountability for ail 
government officials up to and including the President, it would have 
been a worthwhile endeavor. 

I think the concept of deniability is unacceptable as an operating 
concept, and the whole democratic process is premised on the prin¬ 
ciple of accountability. 

Some see these hearings as paying a price, as though it’s a nega¬ 
tive. I would argue just to the contrary. I think that an open and 
free society is the source of our strength; a democracy is based on 
an informed and consenting public and that you obviously cannot 
have such a public if the people are kept in the dark or lied io, and 
a democracy cannot withstand the dangers of policies that are built 
on lies and deceit. 

Above all, I think it’s imperative to recognize that disagreement 
by the public and their representatives over policies, over the sub¬ 
stance of policies—and you have differed with Members of this 
committee on occasion and been in agreement with the very same 
Members on other issues on other occasions—that those differences 
are not a sign of weakness but a sign of strength. In fact, I recall 
you went into the Oxford Union to defend American policy and did 
it very successfully, as I understand. 

Secretary Weinberger. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Sarbanes. And this disagreement, this difference over sub¬ 
stance is not an excuse to renegade officials to create a private 
extra legal layer of government unaccountable to the people and 
their representatives as reflected in this memo or as reflected in 
the North, Secord, Hakim off-the-shelf operation. There were 
people prepared, unfortunately, to go outside the constitutional 
process to achieve their ends, and of course that path leads to the 
subverting of democracy, not to its strengthening and enhance¬ 
ment. 

I've quoted before in these hearings, and I’m going to end by 
quoting it again, from Justice Brandeis in his dissent in the Olm- 
stead case where he recognized the danger to liberty from well- 
meaning people. We have spoken here and in fact you spoke yester¬ 
day about, well, their motives may have been good, and we really 
need not argue about the motives in a sense because, as he pointed 
out, he said, “Men born of freedom are naturally alert to repel in¬ 
vasion of their liberty by evil-minded rulers." We’re alert to that. 

But he then went on and said, “The greatest dangers to liberty 
lurk in insidious encroachment by men of zeal, well-meaning but 
without understanding." And of course, it’s that understanding 
that's critical. 

I think you have reflected in your testimony before this commit¬ 
tee, and I simply make reference to the response by Admiral 
Inman early in July when he appeared on one of the national 
Sunday talk shows, and he was asked about the process you should 
follow, the procedure you should follow, and he said the following: 
“My view is very direct. Once you have legislation that establishes 
a process, you have three alternatives. You get the law changed if 
you think it's wrong; if you believe it’s unconstitutional, you find a 
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case and take it to the Supreme Court; or you comply with the law 
and you work r.o make it work. I don’t believe there^s a legitimate 
option in a country of laws to simply go around it as the way you 
do business.” 

I take it >ou would agree with that? 

Secretary Weinberger. Completely, yes, sir. 

Mr. Sarbanes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. The Chair recognizes Senator McClure for 8 
minutes. 

Mr. McClure. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

On August the 3d there was a column in the Wall Street Journal 
that started out—the column is by Andy Pasztor and Edward 
Pound. The opening sentence is, "For montns congressional investi¬ 
gating committees nave relentlessly pursued practically every lead 
to uncover the roots of the Iran-Contra scandal. But some critics 
say there has been one notable exception, exposing Israel’s full 
role.” 

And I suppose there are those who think because I have pursued 
that course over the last several weeks in this committee, that 
somehow I’m against the nation of Israel or somehow less than 
sympathetic to the aspirations of those peoples in that brave coun¬ 
try. But that article also pointed out that I believe, as others do 
believe, that you cannot really trace the evolution of American 
policy in this instance without looking at the influence, the very 
strong influence, and some would say the very proper influence of 
people who are friends of Israel upon the U.S. policy and the Israe¬ 
li influence upon our policies. 

In that connection, I was a little surprised earlier, or perhaps I 
didn’t hear the question and answer correctly, with respect to a 
question that was asked by Congressman Foley as to whether or 
not you had knowledge of any arms sales by Israel to Iran. 

Now, during the—just before the break, I gave to your staff a 
copy of a classified document, and it is still classified. We have 
been attempting to get it declassified so that we could use it more 
openly. But I gave it to your staff so that you could read it during 
the break and you would be informed with respect to it. 

And this document is a memorandum, the United States Depart¬ 
ment of State, dated November 21, 1986, and it is in the committee 
files at this time. 

Have you ever seen that document before? 

Secretary Weinberger. Not before this morning, no, sir. 

Mr. McClure. Now have you had a chance to read it? 

Secretary Weinberger. I read the summary of it, yes. I just got it 
during the recess. 

Mr. McClure. Does it say anything that surprises you? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I had heard these reports before, 
and I heard the claims that were made that various sales had been 
made with our permission and so on, but Congressman Foley asked 
me if I knew of my own knowledge of any of these specific sales or 
transfers, and I said I did not, but I had heard reports of them. 

This appears to be another set of reports or claims that they 
could make these sales. 

Mr. McClure. But you—well, there is one that’s referred to in 
the document that has been publicized in the press. That is the 



257 

portion that somebody has marked through with a marker of some 
sort and it is very hard to read. 

Secretary Wehnberger. I can’t read that. It is all marked out. 

Mr. McClure. It does take a little deciphering to figure out ex¬ 
actly what is being said. There was a meeting on November 10 in 
which you were present, Secretary Shultz was present, and you 
made a note in your own notes which I think are exhibit no. 28 and 
you are referring to Secretary Shultz’s statement, and I quote from 
your memorandum, “He said he felt the Israelis sucked us up into 
their operations so we could not object to their sales to Iran.” 

Do you remember that comment? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. McClure. It was also referred to by Mr. Keel in his notes of 
that meeting and also I think by Mr. Regan in his notes of that 
meeting. 

Now that refers to sales to Iran by Israel; does it not? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, I think—it says “Into their oper¬ 
ations so we could not object to their sales.” 

Sales of weapons, yes. 

Mr. McClure. Doesn’t that imply that there were sales by Israel 
to Iran? 

Secretary Weinberger. That implies that that is what was said 
at the meeting. 

Mr. McClure. Did you know of those sales? 

Secretary Weinberger. No. I didn’t know of my own knowledge. 
I knew of many reports of them and many claims that they had 
taken place and some claims that they had been authorized by us, 
but I did not know of any of these things as a fact of my own 
knowledge. 

Mr. McClure. Did you hear General Secord’s testimony or have 
you had occasion to refer to it at all? 

Secretary Weinberger. No, I haven’t, Senator. I really had so 
many other things to do, that I concentrated only on my own pres¬ 
entations. 

Mr. McClure. I don’t question that that is correct. 

Page 273 of the hearing record, General Secord said—I asked 
the question, “Are you aware of any previous arms transactions be¬ 
tween Israel and Iran?” 

He goes on at some length saying, “Yes, sir.” 

For some period of time, that it was well known within the De¬ 
partment of Defense, while he was in government, that those sales 
took place. And I take it it is your answer that although people 
within the Department knew it, you didn’t? 

Secretary Weinberger. Well, there certainly was a lot of talk of 
it, Senator. There were a lot of statements made. There were a lot 
of reports. I did not know anything specifically of my own knowl¬ 
edge, and I thought I should be careful to delineate that here. 

There certainly were a lot of reports and a lot of statements 
made. I think this statement at the meeting of November that you 
are talking about was again something that was said from the 
point of vi?w that they did have—it was known that they had, the 
Israelis had relationships with the Iranians and that they had their 
own agenda, so to speak, as Mr. Shultz put it. 
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Mr. McClure. On April 25, 1987, you had an interview, a meet¬ 
ing with John Saxon of the committee staff. In that meeting, you 
told him that it was very difficult dealing with the Israelis because 
their defense was often that someone in the U.S. Government had 
told them it was OK to do something, and you said they were 
always saying something like “A1 Haig said it was OK." 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. 

Mr. McClure. That refers to arms sales also, does it not? 

Secretary Weinberger. Yes. That was quite a long time ago, but 
that was a claim that they frequently made. 

Mr. McClure. So you had had some discussions about it before, 
even if you didn’t know about it personally? 

Secretary Weinberger. These reports, yes. 

Mr. McClure. Mr. Chairman, I can’t help but close—and I know 
we are not making closing statements, but I can’t help but close 
these hearings upon a note that for me at least takes a somewhat 
different view than that of others with respect to these hearings. 

And that is it is a difficult and dangerous world in which we live, 
and I am not sure that the public is best informed by telling every¬ 
thing that we know nor that U.S. policy is best served by an abso¬ 
lute revelation of the innermost negotiations of our government. 

I am reminded of a line that appeared in a play that I saw in 
New York a number of years ago. It referred to a different subject 
matter than the one we are talking about here today, but I will 
never forget the line. 

It may apply to this one, too. 

A playwright was being questioned with respect to some of the 
material kept in the play that the person protesting this line did 
not like and it dealt with some rather intimate sexual behavior, 
and the playwright's response in that play, “Butterflies Are Free," 
said, “Well, that’s life. And therefore it should be reported.” 

And the response was, “So is diarrhea, but I don t know how to 
make it entertaining." 

And I think you can apply that to these proceedings and many 
others like it that diarrhea may be a part of life, and that this may 
be a part of our government, but it hardly serves U.S. interests 
well to reveal it in such intimate and gruesome detail. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. On that note of intimacy, Mr. Secretary, we 
have now come to the close as far as the questions are concerned, 
but if you can bear with us for just 2 minutes, we have a ritual we 
will have to go through. 

We will be holding sessions to receive the testimony of intelli¬ 
gence agency witnesses on classified matters. 

Pursuant to the rules of the United States Senate, I now offer a 
motion to the Senate Select Committee that these hearings, when 
they are reconvened tomorrow morning at 9:00 a.m., in room 2172 
of the Rayburn Building, that they be closed due to the sensitive 
nature of this subject. 

Mr. Rudman. Mr. Chairman, I second that motion. 

Chairman Hamilton. Mr. Chairman, I will entertain a motion 
from the Ranking Minority Member regarding conducting these 
hearings in closed sessions. 



259 


Mr. Cheney. Mr. Chairman, due to the sensitive nature of the 
material to be discussed, I move the committee meet in executive 
session. 

Chairman Inouye. We have before us Senate and House motions 
to close the hearings. 

Any discussion? 

Hearing none, the question for the Senators is on the motion to 
close the Hearings. 

After that, the House Committee will decide its motion. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

Ms. Ansheles. Mr. Mitchell? 

Mr. Mitchell. Aye. 

Ms. Ansheles. Mr. Nunn? 

Mr. Nunn. Aye. 

Ms. Ansheles. Mr. Sarbanes? 

Mr. Sarbanes. Aye. 

Ms. Ansheles. Mr. McClure. 

Mr. McClure. Aye. 

Ms. Ansheles. Mr. Cohen. 

Mr. Cohen. Aye. 

Ms. Ansheles. Mr. Trilie? 

Mr. Trible. Aye. 

Ms. Ansheles. Mr. Rudman? 

Mr. Rudman. Aye. 

Ms. Ansheles. Mr. Inouye? 

Chairman Inouye. Aye. 

Ms. Ansheles. The vote is eight yeas; zero nays. 

Chairman Inouye. The motion is carried. 

Chairman Hamilton. The question before the House Committee 
is on the motion to close the hearings. 

The clerk will call the roll. 

Ms. Rayner. Mr. Hamilton? 

Chairman Hamilton. Aye. 

Ms. Rayner. Mr. Fascell? 

[No response.] 

Ms. Rayner. Mr. Foley? 

[No response.] 

Ms. Rayner. Mr. Rodino? 

[No response.] 

Ms. Rayner. Mr. Brooks? 

Mr. Brooks. Aye. 

Ms. Rayner. Mr. Stokes? 

Mr. Stokes. Aye. 

Ms. Rayner. Mr. Aspin? 

Mr. Aspin. Aye. 

Ms. Rayner. Mr. Boland? 

Mr. Boland. Aye. 

Ms. Rayner. Mr. Jenkins? 

[No response.] 

Ms. Rayner. Mr. Cheney? 

Mr. Cheney. Ave. 

Ms. Rayner. Mr. Broomfield? 

Mr. Broomfield. Aye. 

Ms. Rayner. Mr. Hyde? 
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Mr. Hyde. Aye. 

Ms. Rayner. Mr. Courter? 

Mr. Courter. Aye. 

Ms. Rayner. Mr. McCollum? 

Mr. McCollum. Aye. 

Ms. Rayner. Mr. DeWine? 

Mr. DeWine. Aye. 

Ms. Rayner. The ayes are eleven, the noes are zero. 

Chairman Hamilton. And the motion is carried. 

Mr. Rodino. Mr. Chairman, may I vote on that? 

Chairman Hamilton. By unanimous consent, the vote of Mr. 
Rodino is recognized. 

Mr. Rodino. Votes aye. 

Chairman Hamilton. The motion is carried. 

Chairman Inouye. Mr. Secretary, you have been patient with us. 
You have been extremely candid. You have been extremely helpful 
to us in our investigation. 

For that, on behalf of the Joint Committee, I thank you very 
much, sir. 

Secretary Weinberger. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Chairman Inouye. We will now stand in recess for 10 minutes. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman Inouye. The hearing will please come to order. 

On May 5th we began our hearings and we are now at the point 
that all of us have been looking forward to. And to commemorate 
this occasion, I now call upon my colleague from the House, Con¬ 
gressman Richard Cheney. 

Mr. Cheney. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Let me begin today by expressing my pleasure and gratitude at 
having served on this Select Committee as the ranking member 
with my colleague, Warren Rudman from New Hampshire, and our 
two chairmen, Mr. Hamilton and Senator Inouye. 

In a sense, this was an historic occasion, simply being able to 
merge the two Select Committees into a single investigation and 
the success of the endeavor belongs in large part to our two chair¬ 
men who I think have done an outstanding job. 

While there are obviously major differences within the commit¬ 
tee over facts and over the significance of those facts, and the 
wisdom of various policies, always from a procedural standpoint, 
we have been treated extremely fairly, and the two Chairmen have 
operated in an impartial and bipartisan manner throughout. 

I also want to say a word of thanks to my colleagues from the 
House on the Republican side of the aisle, Henry Hyde, Bill Broom¬ 
field, Jim Courter, Bill McCollum, and Mike DeWine. 

We have often felt outnumbered but never subdued during the 
course of these debates, Mr. Chairman. I think it is—a couple of 
quick points I would like to make in closing. 

Questions have been raised about why we had these committees 
established. I think it was preordained that there would be such an 
investigation once it became clear the administration was trading 
arms to Iran. Congress clearly has a legitimate role of oversight in 
reviewing the conduct of foreign policy by the administration, and 
the President himself supported these activities and encouraged us 
to form these Select Committees. 


261 


I also think it is important that credit be given to the President. 
He has given his complete cooperation and support to our investi¬ 
gation throughout. He has provided administration witnesses with¬ 
out ever claiming executive privilege, provided thousands of pages 
of documents, classified and unclassified, provided access to his 
own personal diary, and given these committees and the nation an 
in-depth look at some of the most sensitive and excruciatingly pain¬ 
ful events of his administration. 

I think it is also important to point out that once President 
Reagan understood the serious nature of the problems associated 
with these events, he moved boldly and decisively to make correc¬ 
tions. He reassigned the responsible individuals, created the new 
NSC staff under the able leadership of Frank Carlucci and General 
Powell, brought in a new White House Chief of Staff, a new Direc¬ 
tor of the CIA, appointed the Tower Commission, cooperated with 
the commission's investigation and took their criticisms to heart, 
supported the call for an independent counsel and, of course, gave 
his complete cooperation to these committees. 

It takes a strong, confident leader to subject himself and his ad¬ 
ministration to the very thorough nature of this Congressional in¬ 
vestigation. We are here today concluding the public phase of our 
hearings on time in large part because of the cooperation of the 
President and his administration. 

President Reagan has enjoyed many successes during his more 
than 6 years in office. Clearly this was not one of them. As the 
President himself has said, mistakes were made—mistakes in sell¬ 
ing arms to Iran, allowing the transaction to become focused on re¬ 
leasing American hostages, diverting funds from the arms sale to 
support for the Contras, misleading the Congress about the extent 
of NSC staff involvement with the Contras, delaying notification of 
anyone in Congress of the transactions until after the story broke 
in Lebanese newspapers, and tolerating a decisionmaking process 
within the upper reaches of the administration that lacked integri¬ 
ty and accountability for key elements of the process. 

But there are some mitigating factors, factors which, while they 
don't justify administration mistakes, go a long way to helping 
them explain and make them understandable: 

—The need is still evident today to find some way to alter our 
current relationships with Iran; 

—The President’s compassionate concern over the fate of Ameri¬ 
cans held hostage in Lebanon, especially the fate of Mr. William 
Buckley, our CIA Station Chief in Beirut; 

—The vital importance of keeping the Nicaraguan Democratic 
Resistance alive until Congress could reverse itself and repeal the 
Boland amendment; 

—The fact that for the President and most of his key advisers 
these events did not loom as large at the time they occurred as 
they do now; 

—Congressional vacillations and uncertainty about our policies 
in Central America, 

—And finally, a congressional track record of leaks of sensitive 
information sufficient to worry even the most apologetic advocate 
of an expansive role for the Congress in foreign policymaking. 
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It is also, I think, important to point out what these hearings did 
not show. There is no evidence that the President had any knowl¬ 
edge of the diversion of profits from the arms sale to the Nicara¬ 
guan Democratic Resistance. In fact, all of the evidence indicates 
that he had no knowledge whatsoever of the diversion. 

There is also no evidence of any effort by the President or his 
senior advisers to cover up these events. On the contrary, the evi¬ 
dence clearly shows that the President and the Attorney General 
were the ones primarily responsible for bringing these events and 
matters to the attention of the Nation. 

In other words, these hearings have demonstrated conclusively in 
my opinion that the President has indeed been telling the truth. 

What does it all mean? What does it signify? These events have 
been characterized by some pretty strong statements by my col¬ 
leagues on the committees ana by some in the press over the past 8 
months. 

We have heard talk of a “grave constitutional crisis," listened to 
expressions of moral indignation and outrage—and even been 
treated to talk about a “coup in the White House,"—a junta run by 
a lieutenant colonel and an admiral. 

My own personal view is that there has been far too much apoca¬ 
lyptic rhetoric about these events, most of it unjustified. If there 
ever was a crisis—which I doubt—it ended before these committees 
were established. And to the extent that corrective action was re¬ 
quired, the President took it unilaterally before our Committees 
had taken a single word of public testimony. 

Saying that the investigators have sometimes gotten carried 
away in an effort to outdo one another's colorful phrase-making in 
no way justifies the mistakes that were made. But what is required 
here, it seems to me, is a little calm, dispassionate analysis if we 
are going to learn from our study of these events. 

In some respects, what we have uncovered in the course of these 
hearings is just the latest chapter in an unfinished book about the 
conduct of U.S. foreign policy. 

The struggle between the President and the Congress for control 
over policymaking and implementation continues unabated. Nor 
should we be surprised that Secretaries of State and NSC Advisers 
find themselves at odds over the wisdom of various policies or 
engage in intense competition for the ear of the President. 

Many of the substantive issues involved in the Iran-Contra affair 
have challenged previous Presidents and are bound to arise again 
in future administrations. 

Thomas Jefferson had to cope with the problem of Americans 
held hostage overseas, and certainly Ronald Reagan’s successors 
will confront the problem of Soviet efforts to expand their empire 
by military means through the use of surrogates in third world 
conflict. 

As these committees finish the fact-finding phase of our inquiry, 
the focus must now shift to the search for ways to improve our gov¬ 
ernment’s capability and performance in the conduct of foreign 
policy. In the final analysis, an effective foreign policy needs coop¬ 
eration and commitment from both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue. 
These hearings have concentrated on the executive end of the 
avenue. 
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It is always easier to examine someone else’s mistakes. But the 
executive’s problems are fairly easy to correct in principle. Indeed, 
the President has already taken a number of steps to guard against 
the kinds of actions that got him into trouble in the first place. 

I would urge my colleagues to resist the temptation to enact new 
legislation designed to guarantee that no future President makes 
the mistakes tnat Ronald Reagan made in this instance. In my 
opinion, there is no justification for further restrictions on the 
power and flexibility of future Presidents, and I am pleased to note 
that Chairman Hamilton’s statement this weekend, indicates that 
he, too, does not believe additional legislation is required. 

Congress’ problems, on the other hand, will be harder to correct 
because they have to do with institutional proclivities rather than 
individual people. Let me touch on just two of them. 

I am personally persuaded that the difficulties we have investi¬ 
gated here could have been avoided if the President had vetoed the 
Boland amendment in 1984. 

But that was an option only if the President was prepared to 
shut down the entire Federal Government, since the Boland 
amendment was part of that year’s continuing resolution. Making 
significant change in foreign policy by adding amendments to con¬ 
tinuing resolutions has become a fairly common practice in recent 
years. We have seen it on everything from Central American policy 
to mandating compliance with unratified arms control agreements. 

The effect of this practice is to, first of all, obscure the signifi¬ 
cance of certain foreign policy issues; secondly, to deny the Presi¬ 
dent the opportunity to use his veto effectively; and third, to allow 
a simple majority of the Congress to reverse the President on im¬ 
portant policy matters without having to muster the two-thirds 
vote that was envisioned in the Constitution. This pernicious prac¬ 
tice contributes significantly to the lack of stability and predictabil¬ 
ity in our foreign policy. 

A second major institutional problem confronting the Congress is 
its inability to safeguard classified information. 

The fact that the executive branch also leaks is no justification 
for Congress ignoring its own problems in this area. The fact is 
that nearly all sensitive information is generated in and controlled 
by the executive branch. Those of us in the legislative branch can 
pass statutes spelling out reporting requirements, but in the final 
analysis, the willingness of administration officials to share highly 
classified information is directly related to their confidence that we 
can keep a confidence. 

Our track record in this area is not impressive. There are almost 
no recorded incidents of Congress disciplining its Members for leak¬ 
ing classified information. 

In my opinion, a Congressman or Senator who would divulge 
classified information to someone not authorized to receive it dis¬ 
honors the Congress just as much as a Member who would accept a 
bribe or sell his vote. Discipline ought to be swift and appropriate. 
Unfortunately, as a body we are not yet very good at this disciplin¬ 
ing our colleagues. 

I am j>ersonally persuaded that Mr. Hyde’s recommendation for 
the establishment of a small joint intelligence committee would sig¬ 
nificantly improve our ability to safeguard the Nation’s secrets. I 
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hope it will be considered by this committee as we prepare our 
final report. 

Clearly, there is plenty of work to be done if Congress is going to 
equip itself to play a constructive role in the conduct of U.S. for¬ 
eign policy in the years ahead. And I fervently hope that future 
Presidents will take away from these hearings one important 
lesson: that no foreign policy can be effective for long without the 
wholehearted support of the Congress and the American people 

It is often easier to develop a policy to be pursued overseas than 
it is to muster the political support here at home to sustain it. 

Covert action has its place in the kind of world we live in, but it 
is no substitute for the kind of effective political leadership that 
brings around a recalcitrant Congress and persuades the American 
people of the importance of supporting those who share our faith in 
democracy. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. I am honored and pleased to recognize the 
Vice Chairman of the Senate Select Committee, Senator Warren 
Rudman. 

Mr. Rudman. Mr. Chairman, Chairman Hamilton, at the outset I 
should note that I believe that this statement fairly represents the 
views of the Republican members of the Senate Committee. 

Mr. Chairman, when we embarked on these hearings on May 
5th, we had a goal: to find out exactly what happened and to 
present that in an intelligible manner. We wanted to determine 
how a policy of selling arms to Iran was conceived, approved, and 
implemented contrary to the stated, public, foreign policy of the 
United States. 

We wanted to know about the diversion of proceeds from those 
sales to the Contras—who initiated it, who approved it, who knew 
about it, the extent to which the diversion was proper, and what 
happened to the money. We wanted to know about other efforts by 
U.S. Government officials to assist the Nicaraguan Democratic 
Forces when the Boland amendments were in effect, and the extent 
to which those activities were properly authorized and in compli¬ 
ance with the law. To the extent things had gone wrong, we 
wanted to learn why—was it the people or the process? 

The purpose of these hearings has not been to cast blame or 
point fingers. It has been to learn from our mistakes by examining 
them in the open daylight, to hold them under the magnifying eye 
of television so that we can see where the executive branch and 
Congress went wrong, and to make such recommendations for 
change, if any, in Federal law or the foreign policy process to 
ensure that we never face an episode like this again. And since it is 
impossible to write laws against all human frailty, a purpose of 
these hearings has been to educate the American people, especially 
the future leaders of our great country—to dispute the observation 
that the only thing we learn form history is that we learn noth¬ 
ing—so that they might learn from the mistakes of others and 
avoid some of the pitfalls that face those who are in power. 

To accomplish this goal, the Senate and House Select Commit¬ 
tees have taken on an unprecedented task. We have reviewed more 
than a quarter of a million pages of documents. We have inter¬ 
viewed nearly 500 people. When we conclude this week, we will 
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have had 38 days of public testimony and 3 or 4 days of closed testi¬ 
mony, encompassing 32 witnesses. 

To do this job properly, we needed and—I will emphasize this- 
received the total cooperation of the President. The President gave 
us access to the most sensitive documents in the possession of his 
administration, including minutes from National Security Council 
meetings, internal White House decision memoranda, and even 
drafts of documents that never had official status. The President 
allowed us to review his personal diaries. The President waived all 
claims of executive privilege, which could have been legitimately 
asserted at many times, and he instructed all Federal agencies to 
cooperate, which they did. 

Neither I nor any of my colleagues are ready at this point to de¬ 
finitively state all of our factual conclusions, much less our policy 
recommendations. 

Speaking for myself, I am going to need the month of August to 
review, digest, and reflect on the mass of information we have col¬ 
lected. 

However, there are some things that stand out after these weeks 
of testimony. 

The policy of selling arms to Iran was duly authorized by Presi¬ 
dent Reagan and, in the main, legally implemented. Whether it 
was in reality arms for hostages or whether that is just the 
common perception, will never be conclusively determined, but I 
suspect there is unanimous agreement on the Senate Committee 
that it was an act of folly as a means of re-establishing relations 
with Iran. 

The testimony of both Admiral Poindexter and Attorney General 
Meese establish that the legal route used for the transactions was 
agreed to by the President and the Attorney General exclusively to 
avoid having to notify the House and Senate Intelligence Commit¬ 
tees or, in the alternative, the House and Senate leadership. 

Although the Presidential Finding authorized the operation and 
gave control over it to the CIA, operational control was in fact at 
the NSC in the person of Colonel North, who reported fully to 
Admiral Poindexter. 

While one can debate whether other agencies undertook suffi¬ 
cient effort to review the operation, it is clear that Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter attempted to deny the State Department, the Defense De¬ 
partment, and White House staff the information necessary to 
enable them to engage in a review. 

The diversion of funds to the Contras would not have been possi¬ 
ble but for the mechanism chosen to conduct the Iranian arms 
sales. 

According to the direct evidence, the diversion of funds was not 
authorized by or known to President Reagan. I am firmly con¬ 
vinced that statement is unequivocally correct having reviewed the 
entire documentary record, including the President’s own personal 
diaries, to which we were given access in an extraordinary and un¬ 
precedented decision. 

The only U.S. officials who knew of the diversion were Admiral 
Poindexter, Colonel North, Colonel Earl, and possibly Director 
Casey. 
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In addition, Mr. McFarlane learned of the diversion in May 1986, 
but he was only informed of it in passing, and had no reason to 
assume it was not properly authorized, and was not involved in it. 

The diversion of funds was not only improper, but it failed to 
provide any meaningful assistance to the Contras. Although the 
amount paid to General Secord’s Enterprise exceeded the cost of 
the weapons and related expenses by $16.34 million, only $3.5 million 
ever found its way to the Democratic Resistance. 

That this fact came as a total surprise to Colonel North and Ad¬ 
miral Poindexter is interesting and perhaps reveals their naivete 
in using private enterprise to conduct foreign policy initiative. 

With the exception of Admiral Poindexter, every high-level U.S. 
official who testified stated that Admiral Poindexter did not have 
the authority to approve the diversion; that the diversion was im¬ 
proper and possibly illegal; and that the President would not have 
approved of the diversion had he been consulted. 

These officials are Secretary Shultz, Secretary Weinberger, 
former Chief of Staff Regan, and Attorney General Meese. 

Other covert operations run out of the National Security Council, 
specifically, certain other Contra-support activities of Colonel 
North and the hostage release effort involving the DEA, were not 
approved the President. 

This gives every appearance of violating President Reagan’s 
orders to his own administration under Executive Order 12333 and 
National Security Decision Directive 159 and, in the case of the 
Contra-support activities, may have been illegal on other grounds. 

The same four officials mentioned above testified that the Na¬ 
tional Security Council staff should not be conducting covert oper¬ 
ations. That point is well taken inasmuch as the primary role of 
the National Security Council is to analyze and coordinate policy. 

The CIA has recognized the dangers of mixing intelligence analy¬ 
sis and operational activities for years, and has gone to great 
lengths to separate the two. 

This is further buttressed by the one-sided analyses prepared for 
the President by Colonel North and Admiral Poindexter, when 
they bothered to consult him, in these matters in which they were 
exercising operational control. 

Inadequate control was exercised over these covert operations 
run out of the NSC. This may be a result of the fact that neither 
Admiral Poindexter nor Colonel North had any covert operations 
experience whatsoever prior to their time at the NSC. Or, it may 
be the result of a single-minded pursuit of goals they thought justi¬ 
fied virtually by any means. 

One aberration found in this set of events is that private parties 
were involved in the making of foreign policy, as distinguished 
from being hired as agents to carry out a task which assists in the 
implementation of policy. 

For example, there were instances where Mr. Hakim and Gener¬ 
al Secord were apparently negotiating with foreign officials on 
behalf of the United States, where the outcome of the talks might 
make a tremendous difference to their own financial well being. 
The results speak for themselves. 

NSC staff attempted to coverup all records of their questionable 
activities when the possibility of exposure arose. That coverup ac- 
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celerated when the Attorney General undertook his fact-finding in¬ 
quiry at the behest of the President. 

The coverup included shredding of official documents, lying to 
the Attorney General and his representatives, and withholding in¬ 
formation from the President. 

The allegation that the Attorney General was himself involved 
in the coverup is unfair and in my view false. Although some of us 
have been strongly critical of some of the Attorney General’s ac¬ 
tions during the course of his inquiry, it was the Attorney General 
and his staff who initially uncovered some of the facts of the 
wrongdoing and exposed them. 

Certain NSC staff showed total disrespect for the laws of the 
United States and our system of government, in effect adopting a 
position that the end justifies the means. 

Admiral Poindexter made major decisions without consulting the 
President, misled or lied to Cabinet officers and the Congress, con¬ 
gratulated Colonel North for lying to Congress, and shredded offi¬ 
cial government documents, including those reflecting Presidential 
decisions. 

Colonel North lied to Congress and the Attorney General, shred¬ 
ded government documents thereby frustrating a fact-finding in¬ 
quiry undertaken at the specific request of the President, and en¬ 
gaged in a number of questionable activities, admittedly with his 
superior’s approval. 

He may have accepted a gift from a private individual knowing 
that it was illegal, albeit for understandable motives, and saw noth¬ 
ing wroiig^with commingling “official” and personal funds. 

On this last point, while Colonel North persuasively testified 
that he gained no personal benefit from the commingling, he de¬ 
stroyed the only records which would corroborate that. 

Both of them flouted virtually every standard operating proce¬ 
dure that exists within the national security establishment for the 
development of government policy. 

These actions and the attitudes they represent are antithetical to 
our democratic system of government. They cannot be justified by 
passion, patriotism, appropriate concern over the expansion of com¬ 
munism in Central America, or legitimate dismay over the policies 
enacted by the Congress. 

Good news also came out of this investigation. With the excep¬ 
tion of those involved in the diversion, all government officials we 
heard from understand how our government is supposed to work 
and are dedicated to rebuilding the trust between the branches. 

To the extent mistakes were made by them, they were errors in 
judgment. Errors in judgment, while regrettable, are not a threat 
to the core fabric of our political system. Infallibility is not yet a 
trait found among mankind, including, of course, those of us serv¬ 
ing in Congress. 

This investigation of the two committees has been conducted in a 
remarkably fair and bipartisan fashion. The Senators on the 
Senate Select Committee have devoted immense amounts of time, 
not only attending virtually every minute of these hearings, but de¬ 
voting at least as much time again in preparation for the hearings, 
in reviewing classified material, and in attendance at depositions 
and meetings of the committee. 
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Each Senator thoroughly familiarized himself with a mass of in¬ 
formation gathered. Each Senator participated actively in the hear¬ 
ings, asked excellent questions, and contributed to our work. They 
have earned the trust placed in them by their constituents. 

I want to thank Chairman Hamilton, Chairman Inouye, and Rep¬ 
resentative Cheney. The bipartisan, thorough, fair, and expeditious 
nature of this investigation is due in large part to their efforts. 

Over the next month, we will be reviewing the record developed 
by these hearings and discussing recommendations for the future. 

These recommendations should not only deal with changes in the 
process of the executive branch. It is also important for the com¬ 
mittee to look at the way in which Congress is involved in the for¬ 
eign policy process and to make recommendations to improve rela¬ 
tions between Congress and the executive branch. I look forward to 
a bipartisan report which will reflect the views of all of us. 

I would like to close these remarks with a few comments that are 
strictly my own. 

The Tower Board essentially concluded that the problem in this 
so-called Iran-Contra affair was that the normal processes had been 
ignored—and that is largely true. What the Tower Board missed, 
however—and this is through no fault of theirs since they lacked 
immunity power, subpoena authority, staff, and time—was the 
extent to which power was abused by a very small group of individ¬ 
uals. 

Senator Nunn opened these hearings with the remark and I 
quote him that "we cannot promote democracy abroad by under¬ 
mining it at home." That is what these individuals did and, in my 
view, it is the most important revelation of these hearings. 

This abuse of power is dangerous to and fundamentally unaccept¬ 
able in our constitutional system of government. And the most im¬ 
portant message that must come out of these hearings is that there 
is no room for such behavior in this country. 

There are many different perspectives represented on this com¬ 
mittee, yet I have to hear anyone defend the diversion and the way 
it came about. 

The administration obviously shares that view—the Secretary of 
Defense, the Secretary of State, the Attorney General, and the 
former White House Chief of Staff all condemned the diversion. 

No matter how well intentioned the actions were, the officials re¬ 
sponsible did a great disservice to our President and the country 
that they had sworn to serve. 

The philosopher Nietzsche said, "Democratic contrivances are 
quarantine measures against that ancient plague, the lust for 
power. As such, they are very necessary and very boring." 

When those safeguards are abused, as they were in this instance, 
it threatens the liberty of us all. There is no place for that kind of 
behavior or even the attitude it represents among high officials in 
our government. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Inouye. I thank you very much. ' 

It is now my high privilege and great honor to call upon my dis¬ 
tinguished colleague from the House, the gentleman from Indiana, 
the chairman of the House Select Committee, Chairman Hamilton. 

Chairman Hamilton. Thank you very much, Chairman Inouye. 



269 


We are now at the end of one phase of this inquiry, but the work 
of the Select Committees will continue. We will take additional 
depositions. We will hold closed hearings. Further public hearings 
are possible if new evidence warrants them. The committees, of 
course, must also write the report. 

Nonetheless, this is an appropriate time to pause and assess 
where we stand. 

What we have heard, as many have suggested, has been depress¬ 
ing, but for me, at least, the process has been refreshing. It has 
been refreshing in two respects. 

First, I view these hearings and other investigations of these 
events as an essential part of the self-cleansing process of our 
system of government. Because of them, we know better what hap¬ 
pened and what mistakes were made. We can see more clearly 
what needs to be done to make our system work better. As a result 
of these inquiries, the process of restoring our institutions is al¬ 
ready well advanced. 

Second, I believe these hearings have contributed not only to the 
public’s understanding of these events, but also the public’s educa¬ 
tion on our Constitution and system of government. This, too, 
strengthens the Government. 

The committees have heard about 240 hours of testimony over 
the last 11 weeks from over thirty witnesses. They have examined 
well over 200,000 documents. 

Several themes emerged. 

There was too little accountability for decisions and actions 
taken in the name of elected officials. 

There was too much secrecy and deception in government. Infor¬ 
mation was withheld from the Congress, other officials, friends and 
allies, and from the American people. Information provided was 
misleading and evasive. Critical decisions were taken by a handful 
of people. The Congress and responsible officials, even the Presi¬ 
dent, were cut out of the process. 

There was too little regard for the rule of law. False statements 
to the Congress are violations of law, as the Attorney General re¬ 
minded us. Key decisions were made and carried out without writ¬ 
ten legal analysis, and without written notice to Congress as the 
law requires. 

There was too much reliance on private citizens, foreign nation¬ 
als, and foreign governments to execute American policy, which 
contributed to policy failure. 

There was too much use of covert actions which contradicted 
public policies, and too little accountability for covert actions. 

There was too much confusion at the highest levels of govern¬ 
ment. In the words of the Attorney General, “There appeared to be 
considerable confusion as to what occurred when.” The President 
did not know what his own staff was doing; staff did not keep 
senior officials informed; policies were often contradictory. 

These hearings have been about how the United States governs 
itself, and particularly how it runs its foreign policy. For this in¬ 
quiry, the key question now is how we make our system of govern¬ 
ment work better. 

The conduct of foreign policy in a democracy is difficult, because 
the Constitution gives important powers to the President and the 
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Congress. The scholar Edwin Corwin said the Constitution “is an 
invitation to struggle for the privilege of directing American for¬ 
eign policy." 

The Congress is a check on the executive, but also a partner. The 
Congress is sometimes a critic, yet its support is essential if policies 
are to succeed. The Congress sometimes has divisive foreign policy 
debates, but when debate ends, the country needs decisiveness and 
unity. 

Some believe that a decisionmaking process that calls for shared 
powers and public debate just will not work in a dangerous world. 
They argue that sometimes bypassing normal checks and balances, 
through procedural shortcuts and secrecy, are necessary to protect 
our freedoms. They argue that the President, and those who work 
for him, must be given near total power. Their views have been 
stated here with great force and eloquence. 

But these hearings make another point: shortcuts in the demo¬ 
cratic process and excessive secrecy in the conduct of government 
are a sure road to policy failure. These hearings show us that poli¬ 
cies formed under democratic scrutiny are better and wiser than 
policies formed without it. 

Policies formed by shortcuts and excessive secrecy undermine a 
President's ability to make informed decisions, lead to confusion in 
his administration, and deny him the opportunity to gain and sus¬ 
tain congressional and public support for his policies. 

Shortcuts that bypass the checks and balances of the system, and 
excessive secrecy by those who serve the President, do not 
strengthen him. They weaken him and our constitutional system. 

Properly conceived, the Constitution is not a burden in the 
making of policy, but a source of strength, because it specifies a 
process for making policy through informed consent. 

In its joint report, the committees should focus on several areas. 

First, accountability. Greater accountability to elected officials 
and ultimately to the American people will require rigorous over¬ 
sight by the Congress, more openness and less secrecy, more con¬ 
sultation, a more thorough review of legal review, better record¬ 
keeping, use of appropriated funds rather than private or third- 
country donations to carry out policy, supervision and acceptance 
of responsibility up the chain of command, and decisionmaking by 
elected officials rather than staff. 

Second, intelligence analysis should be separated from policy for¬ 
mulation. Substantial testimony before these committees shows 
great confusion between intelligence and policy functions. Ques¬ 
tionable intelligence was used to bolster poor decisions. Good intel¬ 
ligence is essential to good foreign policy, but intelligence should 
drive policy, not vice-versa. Too often intelligence is seen as a tool 
to make policy look good, rather than a tool for making good 
policy. 

Covert actions, which are not really intelligence operations, can 
be an important instrument of foreign policy. These hearings show 
that we must reassess how we conduct them. 

To be effective, covert actions must be based on statutory author¬ 
ity, including a written Finding and notice to the Congress; they 
must meet a standard of accountability, including legal review by 
the Attorney General and policy review by the Secretaries of State 
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and Defense; they must be determined by an intelligent assess¬ 
ment based on facts, not on preconceived notions of policymaking; 
they must be used to supplement policy, not become the policy 
itself; and they must meet a standard of acceptability. That stand¬ 
ard includes consistency with public policies and a reasonable as¬ 
surance that the American people would support a covert action if 
they knew about it. 

Third, the President and the Congress need to exhibit a greater 
sensitivity to their respective roles. The President is the preemi¬ 
nent foreign policymaker. Only he can make the hard decisions. 
The buck does not stop anywhere else. The President’s decisions 
must be clean and crisp. Otherwise, as we have seen in these hear¬ 
ings, confusion follows and those who work for him cannot carry 
out his policies successfully. The President must understand that 
our system works better if he engages in consultation before, not 
after, policy has been formulated. 

The Congress also needs to get its house in order. It must 
strengthen its ability to protect secrets. It must show a willingness 
to engage in consultation, avoid interference in day-to-day policy 
implementation, take its share of responsibility for shared deci¬ 
sions on tough issues. The Congress must strike a balance between 
responsible criticism and necessary cooperation with the President. 

Fourth, the Constitution and the rule of law work if we make 
them work. They are not self-executing. We must strengthen our 
allegiance to the concept that this is a nation of laws and of checks 
and balances. 

The solution to the problem of decisionmaking revealed in these 
hearings lies less in new structures or new laws than in proper at¬ 
titudes. 

Secretary Shultz reminded us that “Trust is the coin of the 
realm.” He insisted on honesty in public life. 

Without trust in those who hold office, democratic government is 
not possible. Sometimes that trust is misplaced and the system fal¬ 
ters. But to reject the system because it occasionally falters, and to 
rely instead on shortcuts and excessive secrecy—as was done in the 
events that these committees have examined—is a prescription for 
disaster. 

A deep respect for the shared powers of the Congress and the 
President is the predicate for making the Constitution work. Presi¬ 
dent John Adams said: “A legislative, an executive, and a judicial 
power comprehend the whole of what is meant and understood by 
government. It is by balancing each of these powers against the 
other two, that the efforts in human nature towards tyranny can 
alone be checked and restrained, and any degree of freedom pre¬ 
served in the Constitution.” 

The separation of powers produces a healthy and a creative ten¬ 
sion. We believe—-and these hearings teach us again—-that through 
the process of open and democratic debate, better and stronger 
policies emerge. The democratic process is often time-consuming 
and frustrating. It is never tidy and precise. But we believe there is 
no better way; the alternatives »re unacceptable. 

The Constitution and the rule of law work if we understand 
them, and if those in public life practice prudence, discretion and 
honesty. 
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As this public phase of these hearings draws to a close, may I 
join my colleagues in expressing appreciation to several people. 

First, to the able staffs of tne Select Committees, led by John 
Nields and Casey Miller in the House and by Arthur Liman and 
Mary Jane Checchi in the Senate. They have performed with great 
skill under difficult conditions. They have worked around the clock 
for months in order to meet the demands of the Members and the 
timetables of these proceedings. 

Second, to my colleagues on these committees. They are all very 
busy Members, but their participation has been sustained, their 
questions and their comments have been excellent. Their efforts 
have brought distinction to these committees and to the Congress. 
Their remarkable contributions have assured the success of these 
hearings. 

Third, of course, to Senators Inouye and Rudman, and Represent¬ 
ative Cheney. They deserve great praise. It has been a pleasure and 
high privilege for me to work with them throughout these long 
weeks. To them, and especially to you, Chairman Inouye, I extend 
my deepest appreciation. 

Thank you, sir. 

Chairman Inouye. Thank you very much. 

Ladies and gentlemen, the public phase of our hearings is now 
over, but, as noted by Chairman Hamilton, our work is far from 
complete. 

It may interest you to know that we have concluded our hearings 
in 41 davs of testimony, which includes one day of executive ses¬ 
sion, and this was in accordance with our original schedule. 

It may also interest you to know that in the Watergate hearings, 
they consumed 53 days of open hearings, 81 days of executive ses¬ 
sion, a total of 134 days as compared to our 41. 

While there have been differences of opinion expressed by Mem¬ 
bers from time to time, I will always look back upon these hearings 
as a model of how Members of both Houses of Congress can work 
together on sensitive foreign policy issues in a bipartisan spirit. 
Like Chairman Hamilton, I wish to applaud each Member of both 
committees for his contribution to the success of this unique joint 
effort. It was a very historic effort. 

My vice chairman and partner, Senator Rudman, and Chairman 
Hamilton and his ranking minority member, Mr. Cheney, deserve 
special recognition for their role in ensuring that these hearings 
would not deviate from their high purpose. 

I also wish to thank the committee staff: Arthur Liman, without 
him, I don’t know what history would have written about these 
hearings; Mark Belnick, Paul Barbadoro, Mary Jane Checchi, 
Lance Morgan. There are two others I would like to acknowledge. 
One is Joan Ansheles, and last but not least, Peter Simon. 

When these hearings began 3 months ago, I stated that we would 
examine what happens when the “trust," which is the bond be¬ 
tween the branches of our government, “is breached by high offi¬ 
cials." 

I promised that we would address the following questions: first, 
were the statutory restrictions on United States aid to the Contras 
violated? 

Second, was Congress misled? 
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Third, were the executive branch’s own internal checks and bal¬ 
ances bypassed in policy decisions on Nicaragua and Iran? 

Fourth, was there a public foreign policy and, simultaneously, 
was there a very different, covert foreign policy? 

Fifth, was American foreign policy privatized? 

Sixth, were decisions on the most significant matters of national 
security driven or influenced by private profit motives? 

We have kept our promise in examining these questions. 

The story has now been told. Speaking for myself, I see it as a 
chilling story—a story of deceit and duplicity and the arrogant dis¬ 
regard of the rule of law. It is a story of withholding vital informa¬ 
tion from the American people, from the Congress, from the Secre¬ 
tary of State, from the Secretary of Defense, and, according to Ad¬ 
miral Poindexter’s testimony, frpm the President himself. 

It is also a story of a flawed policy kept alive by a secret White 
House junta despite repeated warnings and signs of failure; with 
concession piled upon concession, culminating even in a promise to 
help secure the release of the imprisoned Dawa terrorists who 
bombed the U.S. embassy in Kuwait. 

It is a story of the National Security Council staff becoming a 
dominant organ of foreign policy and shutting out those who dis¬ 
agreed with its views. 

It is a story of how a great nation betrayed the principles which 
have made it great, and thereby became hostage to hostage-takers. 

And, sadly, once the unsound policies began to unravel, it 
became a story of a coverup, of shredding and altering of the his¬ 
torical record, and of fall guy plans suitable for a grade-B movie, not 
a ereat power. 

Whatever the motives of some of the participants, I can only 
echo the reaction of Chairman Fascell upon hearing the story of 
self-proclaimed patriotism: “How come I don’t feel good?” 

I believe we have largely succeeded in piecing together the in¬ 
credible chapters of this chilling story and presenting to our fellow 
citizens a chronology of events as they occurred. 

However, we may never know, with precision and truth, why it 
ever happened. 

Did this unseemly chapter in our history result from the disre¬ 
gard of our laws and Constitution by well-intentioned, patriotic 
zealots who believed in the doctrine espoused by Marxists that the 
“ends justify the means”? 

Or, are we here today because of the inadequacy of our laws and 
Constitution? Should they be clarified, amended or repealed? 

Or, is this the result of an inadequacy in our national leader¬ 
ship? 

Obviously, these hearings have been about issues much more pro¬ 
found than who did what or knew what in the Iran-Contra affair. 
They have presented two visions of government, much as the Con¬ 
stitutional Convention was presented with different views of the re¬ 
lationship between government and its citizens 200 years ago. 

One vision was described in the testimony of Admiral Poin¬ 
dexter, Lt. Col. North, General Secord, and Mr. Hakim: that of a 
secret government, directed principally by NSC staffers, accounta¬ 
ble to not a single elected official, including apparently the Presi¬ 
dent himself—a shadowy government with its own air force, its 
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own navy, its own fundraising mechanism, and the ability to 
pursue its own ideas of the national interest, free from all checks 
and balances and free from the law itself. 

It is an elitist vision of government that trusts no one, not the 
people, not the Congress, and not the Cabinet. 

It is a vision of a government operated by persons convinced they 
have a monopoly on truth. 

Albert Hakim, a businessman who admitted he was in it for the 
money, could boast to us that he was more competent to manage 
the Iran initiative than the Secretary of State. 

Richard Secord could tell us he was more capable of running in¬ 
telligence activities than the CIA. 

Oliver North could describe, with enthusiasm, Director Casey’s 
plan for a private, off-the-shelf organization that would conduct 
covert operations forbidden to the CIA with funds generated from 
the sale of U.S. arms. 

John Poindexter could say that this all sounded like a good idea, 
maintain that Congress had no meaningful role in foreign policy, 
and act secure in the belief that the President would have ap¬ 
proved the diversion of funds. 

I believe these hearings will be remembered longest not for the 
facts they elicited, but for the extraordinary and extraordinarily 
frightening views of government they exposed,. 

Fortunately, our hearings were able to present another vision of 
government: one that is accountable to the people; a legitimate, not 
secret, government, in which “trust is the coin of the realm,” as 
Secretary of State George Shultz said. This is the balanced govern¬ 
ment that our founding fathers contemplated in our Constitution. 

In describing their motives for riding roughshod over the consti¬ 
tutional restraints built into our form of government, Admiral 
Poindexter and Lt. Col. North used almost the identical words: 
“This is a dangerous world,” they said. That, my fellow citizens, is 
an excuse for autocracy, not for policy. 

Because no times were more dangerous than when our country 
was born, when revolution was our midwife. Our system of govern¬ 
ment has withstood the tests and tensions of civil conflict, depres¬ 
sion and two world wars, times hardly less challenging than our 
own present. 

Indeed, as our greatest military leaders, such as Washington, 
Marshall, and Eisenhower have recognized, our form of govern¬ 
ment is what gives us strength. It must be safeguarded, particular¬ 
ly when times are dangerous and the temptation to arrogate power 
is the greatest. 

Vigilance abroad does not require us to abandon our ideals or 
rule of law at home. On the contrary, without our principles and 
without our ideals, we have little that is special or worthy to 
defend. 

History records that almost 200 years ago, in September of 1787, 
as the Constitutional Convention was finishing its business, a by¬ 
stander asked Benjamin Franklin: “Well, Doctor, what have we 
got, a republic or a monarchy?” Dr. Franklin replied: “A republic, 
if you can keep it.” 

By allowing the sunlight on this unseemly affair, and by showing 
what happens when foreign policy is conceived and executed by 
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cabal and not by lawful consensus, we have tried to make our con¬ 
tribution to “keeping it.” 

My fellow Americans, out of this experience, may we all better 
understand and appreciate our Constitution, strive harder to pre¬ 
serve it, and make a fresh start at restoring the trust between the 
branches of government. For, in America, as 200 years ago, the 
people still rule. 

With that, these hearings stand recessed until further call. 

[Whereupon, at 1:10 p.m., the Select Committees recessed, to re¬ 
convene in executive session, at 9:00 a.m., on Tuesday, August 4, 
1987.] 
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surfaced serious Interest among authoritative persons in the 
Iranian hierarchy in opening a dialogue with the west. A north 
or so ago, the Israelis surfaced this interest In a Peres sesslc 
with Michael Ledetn who reported it to me. Separately, Pabln 
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a^vnor to the Prim# Minister named Gerbanifar, the Iranians 
presented * picture of contemporary Iran that was axtramaly 
pessimisticj continued aconomic decline, stalamata or. tha w«r * 
front; no improvement even assuming Khomeini's passing without 
having "an option." Their hope and that of what they portrayed 
as a significant cadre of the hierarchy was to develop a dialogue 
with the west. At this point and often throughout the conversatic 
Kimche reminded them that they were talking to Israelis who 
aren't the "west" per se and what did they have in mind? The 
interlocutors stated emphatically that they sought a dialogue 
with the United States. The Israelis pressed (in ithe interest of 
▼etting the bona fides of the Iranians with the real power in 
Iran) for some tangible show of their ability "to deliver" in 
such a dialogue. The Iranians stated that they were very confider 
-that they could in the short term, achieve the release of the 
seven Americans held hostage in Lebanon. But in exchange they 
would need to show some gain. They sought specifically the 
delivery from Israel of 100 TOW missilea. But they stated that 
the larger purpose would be the opening of e private dialogue 
with e high level American official and a sustained discudaion of 
C*-Iranian relations. 

C, The concept raises a number of imponderable questfbna. 
first, there is your very reaionable concern raised a month ago 
vhen the issue was lust ir.telligsncs sharing 

gmummmy That is on# h«s 

such a "trialogue" would be affected over time by auatained 
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Israeli :r.volv«Mr.t. Surely we ought to expect that 7tr««i> t 
fears ever any Arab (as opposed to Iranian) fallout would rot 


avs necessarily coincide with our own 


7. On the>»*jor^»rm aspect, the^p^l family of questions 
related to our terrorism policy against negotiating with terrorist 
(notwithstanding the thin veil provided by Israel as the cutout 
or. this specific matter). As a footnote I have checked and 
determined that Iran had TOW missiles before the Shah's fall and. 


consequently, their using TOWs new ly raise 

too many eyebrows. 

8. Then one has to consider where this might lead in terms of 

our being asked to up the arte on more and more arms ar.d whera 
that could conceivably lead, not just in the compromise of our 
position, fcu$ possib^p eventuality ja%the*Iranians "winnin 

and where-^iat.jwouldt^B ^ the sdcurit^ of t^y^naighbqyx^Gut* 
StateV? 4f^cly tTia^fea"l^&rr I would think that, 

JT' _ 

given the vulnerability of tha Iranian interlocutor to our 
diacrete blowing of his covar with Khomeini, ought to enable uc 
to control that. 

9. At the end of the day, our long term interest remains in 
maintaining an ability to renew ties with Iran under some more 
sensible successor regime, whether or net this contact is 


eriiy raise 
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ccrrectei te viable, stable parties ir. Iran remains to be seer.. 

It cc-ld be that these people art no more than self-serving, 
self-promoters who seek to curry favor with ar. elener.t of the 
military — these who happen to want TOW* right now. I would 


thir.k their risk of exposure again, provides some insurance 
against that. And Israel is not noted for dealing with fools and 



instincts are to see our larger interest in establishing an 
entree to someone in Iran and the check provided by the Iranian 
interlocutor's vulnerability to being •blorn* as giving us some 
insurance against perfidy. We could make a tentative show of 
interest without commitment end see what hippa na. Or we could 
walk away. On balance I tend to favor going ahead. 

10. Ae e final note, end please understand that 2 intend no 
comment on’ the N%A bureau for which I have profound respeet, I 
don't believe this should go beyond you end Charlie Hill. It 
isn't at all that others lack judgment. It is simply e matter of 
the potential for compromise as tha circle widens which is 
axiomatic. 


| rtl?UcPJTyg*NSITIvC 

WJtOul ' Lli 
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^ r* ; ti At « : -1 rtturr. to Xsraal on Tuasday. v* should 
qiv« h :r sort signal by than, Fraftrably or. Monday Washington 
tim«. I will avai t and abida fully by your daeision. 

12. Finally, tha Prasidar.t has baan in tha oparatmg room f cr 3 
hours. T will Kaap you advisad. 

Warm Pagards, Bud 


I hava just racaivad word from Don Kagan that tha ooa; 


has baan complatad and was antiraly sueeassful 
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D«ar Mr. Chairmant 

This Is in rsply 
you called attention to prats reports of "...alleged activities 
by the National Security Council (staff) regarding the contras in 
Nicaragua...* and asked for a full report and legal justification 
for any such activities. Like you, Z take such charges very 
seriously and consequently have thoroughly examined the facts and 
ell matters which in any remote fashion could bear upon these 
charges. From that review z can state with deep personal 
conviction that at no time did Z or any member of the National 
Security Council staff violate the letter or spirit of the law. 
While your letter refers to the language of the Boland amendment 
which proscribes activities *...for the purpose or which would 
have the effect of supporting, directly or Indirectly, military 
or paramilitary operations in Nicaragua by any nation, group, 
organization, movement, or individual,” Z would extend my 
assurance to the violation of any lew. 

Your letter does provide a timely opportunity to restate the 
policy of this Administration with regard to the Nicaraguan 
Freedom Fighters and just what activities have been undertaken in 
support of this policy. First, it is Z think clear that 
President Reagan believes in the cause espoused by the Freedom 
Fighters ~ opposition to Sandinlsta repression and the 
achievement of democracy in Nicaragua. But it is also true that 
the President has made it emphatically clear that all US support 
was to be in strict compliance with the law. What than was the 
nature of our contacts with the Freedom Fighters? 

Zn the fall of last year, with the enactment of the Boland 
Amendment, it was apparent that the Freedom Fighters were 
demoralized at the prospect of an end to US support for their 
cause. While we acknowledged to them that we could no longer 
contribute directly or indirectly to the military/paramilitary 
prosecution of their resistance, we stated that we would continue 
to seek Congressional support to do so and that meanwhile they 
could usefully devote their efforts in other directions. For 
example, it was clear that the Freedom Fighters were at a 
disadvantage to the extent that their goals, purposes and terms 
were poorly understood while those of the Sandlnistas were 
promoted by their existing diplomatic and public affairs 
institutions and those of their bloc patrons. Zn order to help 
balance this promotional effort, we discussed with the Contra 
leaders the importance of their explaining their cause to the 
public and their providing information to interested ^embers of 
the Congress, we pointed gut why there was a natural sentiment 
of antagonism toward themfly some in the United State s. In this 
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latter regard# we stressed report* of alleged atrocities Imputed 
to thea and urged strongly that thay Investigate thasa charges 
and# If true, punish those responsible. Separately# we stressed 
that thalr purposes would suffer a lack of credibility for as 
long aa thalr actlvltlea remained only allltary. We urged that 
thay forge a representative political front Involving credible 
non*ailltary figures and that this front take responsibility for 
fraalng a political program centered on achieving a peaceful# 
daaocratlc evolution In Nicaragua. Over tlae# thasa efforts lad 
to the March 1 tan Jose declaration In which the rreedoa Fighters 
offered to lay down thalr arms and enter Into a church-aadlated 
dialogue with the Sandlnlstas. Aa this process began to Batura 
this past spring we encouraged thea to desist fro* allltary 
activities at a tlae when thalr proposal alght have had some 
chance of adoption by the other side. At no tlae did we 
encourage allltary activities. Our eaphasls on a policial rather 
than a allltary solution to the situation was as close as we ever 
came to Influencing the allltary aspect of their struggle. 

It is equally Important to stress what we did not do. Wo 
did not solicit funds or other support for allltary or 
peraailltary activitlee either from Americans or third parties, 
we did not offer tactical advice for the conduct of thalr 
allltary activities or their organisation. Nor did our liaison 
contacts seek to influence thea toward other than a daaocratlc * 
outcome. Our most recent contacts with the rreedoa Fighters have 
dealt with the administration of the $27 Billion in humanitarian 
assistance. Our effort has been to ensure that this program is 
properly administered and that it# too# is fully coapllant with 
the legal requirements contained in the legislation. Zn short# 
we want to do it right. 

With regard to the legal justification for the activities I 
have cited# X can only state the reasonable requirement that any 
Administration gain appropriate information on which to base 
coherent policy decisions. The Freedom Fighters comprised one 
significant element among many on whom it was and remains 
Important for the Administration to bo advised in a timely 
fashion. As a personal observation X would only add that had we 
failed to do so# the absence of influence# which in all 
likelihood would have ensued# could have led the Freedom Fighters 
to adopt a purely allltary effort — a course which neither you 
nor X would support, but X wish to stress once more that at no 
time did it seea to me that any of our activities was in 
contravention of law or the public trust. 

Hr. Chairman, X believe that future events will confirm that our 
contact with the resistance has had a positive effect on 
achieving a daaocratlc outcce*e in the region. X well recogpixe 
that the Administration and the Congress may differ as to how 
best to achieve this goal. Nonetheless# we are both In agreement 
that such an outcoae is desirable and that it Bust be achieved 
*UhiA_the limits of our law. Should you so desire# I would be 
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aoit willing to discuss this sittsr further with you end other 4 
paabers of your cossaittee. Thank you for this opportunity to 
clarify whet has been a most unfortunate aisrepresentation of the 


Sincerely, 


The Honorable Lee H. Haailton 
Chat naan 

Permanent Select Coaeaittee 
on Intelligence 
louse of Representatives 

Washington, D. C. 2051S 



Hr. Chairman, Z would like to call to your attention a 
particularly unfortunate raault of tha raeant public 
allocations. Following tha appaaranea in a Sunday articla 
of tha charges, Liautanant Colonal Olivar north, tha 
officer who conduetad »any of tha contacts with the 
Freedom Fighters, suffarad a number of intrusions on his 
family life. Demonstrators at his hosts pushed down a 
fencer one of his pats was poisoned and his autostobila was 
damaged. He and aembers of hia fsally received numerous 
harassing telephone calls at various times of day and 
night. To avoid this harassment, ha had to leave home 
with his family and taka up temporary rasldanca at a 
remote location until tha demonstrations eeased. X would 
ask that, you not share these events with anyone for 
neither ha nor I wish to engender sympathy. I bring them 
to your attention in the Interest of bringing this matter 
to a close. I am at your disposal to help in any way 
possible. 
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D««t Congressman harness 

This is in reply to your letter of August l« f regarding the 
mlvltlti of BMtert of the m c staff ta eonaectios with the 
Piceragues democratic resistance. Llho you, I taJto those chorees 
»«? seriously «r 4 consequently have thoroughly esaalned tho 
foot# and circumstances which ecu 14 boor upon these charges la 
ay fashion. _ 

SoooS ob thio review. 2 wont to ooouro you thot oy actions, and 
tbooo of my staff, have boon in compliance with both tho spirit 
oad tho lottos of tho loo. la poor lottos, you roforroA 
specifically to tho proscriptive language of foetioa I0IC of 
P*&* ft-4TJ—tho Poland Amendment. Thors hmm not boos, nor will 
thoro bo. any expenditures of PSC funds which weald hove tho 
effect of supporting directly or indirectly allitery or para* 
ailitary opexatioaa in «ieera«ua bv say nation. group, organisa¬ 
tion, movement, or individual. I nd ee d , our eotloaa have been and 
neat bo in conformity, not only with this proscription, bat with 
all laws. 

Tsar letter affords e asefal opportunity to cenent opoa 
sllofstlons la tho media regard!ag tho activities of Lieutenant 
Colonel Perth end other maabore of my eteff. Various PSC staff 
of floors have boon in eoeteet with members of tho Pieaxaeutn 
resistance since tho oepositleo betas- to erfanlso in 1M2. Tho to 
staff eon tacts* as well as my own. end those ef tho President, 
have been laportent in determining tho eoureo of oar policy* 
Olscussieaa with the resistance leader* have helped «e to assess 
tho integrity of their commitment to tho cease of democracy and 
jaetieo in Plceragua. no have also discussed tho evolviaf 
character of 0.0* support as wo moved from covert support for 
their souse la 19t2*0d te the more restrlotive, exclusively 
political su p p ort allowed elaoo October of last year to the 
current situation in which we arm able to provide only 
humanitarian assistansa. 

Contrary to reports that we used these contacts to provide 
* tactical influence" or to plea military operstloae. we urged the 
resistance leaders to fores a representative political front, 
involving credible non •military figures, aimed at achieving a 
democratic outcome in Pleeragua. Pe have also emphasised that 
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the reststance must investigate charges of human rights viola¬ 
tions, punish any guilty partita, and put ift placa measures to 
prevent auch acta from taking plaea. Throughout, ve havo 
acrupuloualy abided by tho apirit and the lattar of tho lav. 

Mono of uo haa aolieltad funda, faeilitatad eontaeta for 
proapaetiva potantial donors, or otharwiaa organised or 
coordinated tha military or paramilitary efforts of tha 
raaiatanoa. 

tinea October 1914 whan tha Boland rastrietiona vara enacted. 
Lieutenant Colonel Morth haa travelled to Central America eight 
times for tha purpose of oeating with foreign government 
officials racerdine our Central America policy* During these 
trips, as veil as in other meetings in the U.B., he haa conferred 
with leaders of the Micaraguan resistance. Be acknowledged to 
both the foreign government officials and the opposition leaders 
that, vhile ve could no longer contribute directly or indirectly 
to the ellltary/paramilitary prosecution of their resistance, ve 
vould continue to seek Congressional support for their cause. Be 
further urged, as S did during my January 19BS trip to the 
region, that every effort be made to broaden their political base 
and establish a political program providing for negotiations 
toward an Internal reconciliation. Me also urged that they make 
clear their commitment to a political, not a military solution, 
in their international contacts. 

These efforts led to the March 1 San Jose Declaration in vhleh 
the freedom fighters offered to lay down their arms and enter 
into a church-mediated dialogue with the fandinlstas. As this 
process matured this past Spring, the President met vlth tha 
three principal resistance leaders and encouraged them to desist 
from military actlvltee when it appeared that their proposal 
might be accepted by tha Sandinistas. These actions resulted in 
the June 12 statement of democratic objectives announced by the 
Unified Micaraguan Opposition (UNO) in San Salvador, SI Salvador. 
Our emphasis throughout has been on a political rather than a 
military solution. 

Meant contacts with tha resistance have focused on ensuring that 
the f27 ailllon in humanitarian assistance is properly 
administered and fully compliant with the legal retirements 
contained in the legislation. Zn short, ve want to do it right. 

X veil recognise that the Administration and the Congress may 
differ as to hov ve ean best achieve our shared goal of a 
democratic outeeme la the Central American region. Nonetheless, 
ve agree on the desirability of this outcestt and that it must be 
achieved within the limits of our lav. 
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Nr.. Chairman, Ilk* you. Z am most concerned that at a time when 
humanitarian assistance lo being extended to the tmo there bo no 
misgivings as to tho existence of any parallax, efforts to 
provide,- diraetly or indirectly, support for military or 
paramilitary aetlvitlaa la Mlearafua. There hat not boon, nor 
will there be, any such aetlvitlaa by tha N*C staff, to tha 
Intaraat of providing such assurances as may ba halpful In 
forging mutual trust and eonfldanea, I remain fully prepared to 
discuss these matters with you and other members of your 
committee. 

Thank you again for this opportunity to clarify a most 
unfortunate misrepresentation of the facts. 


Sincerely, 




The Bonorable Michael 0. Barnes 
House of BepresentatIves 
Washington, D.C. 20S15 


. nnunnnirm 

nflHG IULJ11,, L 
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26 November 1985 

1 0400 . 


MtfiQRANOUM FOR; Vice Admiral John M. Poindexter, USN 
Oeputy Assistant to the President 
for Hotlontl Sacurity Affair* 


SUBJECT: Presidential Finding on Middle East 


Pursusnt to our conversation this should 90 to 
the President for his signature end should not be 
passed around in eny hands below our level. 


Attachment: 
As stated 
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• un&Jrt'j&FilliSj 

Finding Pursuant to Section 652 of the foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, As Amended, Concerning 

Operations Undertaken bv the Central Intelligence 

Agency in rort mn Countries, dther Than Those 
Intended Solely for the purpose of Intelligence 
Collection I Q401 


C have been briefed on the efforts being mede by private 
Percies eo obtain the release of Americans held hostage in 
the Middle Cast* and hereby find that the following operations 
in foreign countries (including all support necessary to 
such operations) are important to the national security of 
the United States. Because of the extreme sensitivity of 
these operations, in the exercise of the President's consti¬ 
tutional authorities, Z direct the Director of Central 
Intelligence not to brief- the Congress of the United States, 
as provided for in Section SOI of the National Security Act 
of 1947, as amended, until such time as C may direct otherwise. 


SCOPE OESCRIPTIOW 

Hostage Rescue - The provision of assistance by the 

Middle East Central Intelligence Agency to 

private parties in their attempt to 
obtain the release of Americans 
held hostage in the Middle East. 

Such assistance is to include the 
provision of transportation, 
communications, and other necessary 
support. As part of these efforts 
certain foreign materiel and munitions 
nay be provided to the Government 
of Iran which is taking steps to 
facilitate the release of the 
American hoatagea. 

All prior actions taken by U.S. 
Government officials in furtherance 
of this effort are hereby ratified. 


The White House 

Washington, D.C. " r 

Date: \-■ 
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rinding Pursuant to Section >6? of 
The foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
TZ2sm**A, Concerning Operations 
Under wsilOE* the central intelligence 
Aoenftf ••SSiagPlis|sii C ountries, bthertKan 
Ramose V^ e ^gHsIsoieiy tor the Purpose" 
ft T 7 or m^Mtcence Collection 

! herebv .find that tht following operation in t foreign 
untry (Inuring til i up port necessary to such operation) is 
portent tofxbe national* lecuritv of tht united States, and 
rect the WJWCtor efJ ftttsl Intalllganct, or his designee. 

report thlVf^nimY^W^he intelligence committees of the 
ngress pursuH^td Section SOI of the National Security Act 
1947, as amenoMj'end to provide such briefings as 
cesstry. 


(j&l 
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Wort with individuals and organisations both 
within and outside of Iran, and with selected 
foreign liaison servlctju^>nd other foreign 
government entities, t identify, develop and 
promote the advancemen of moderate alternative 
leaders in Iran, prov de intelligence, 
counterintelligence, cmmunicatlons assistance 
and funding to the ide tified potential 
alternative leaders to promote the 
establishment of a nor moderate government in 
Iran and thus reduce t e threat of terrorism 
directed against D.S. iarsons, property and 
interests. Protect an< support these 
operations by conducts lai program of 
deception, unilateralism through third 
countries, which may Include the use of all 
forma of propaganda.* 

Provide arms, equipment and related materiel to 
the Government of Iran to assist in its 
military operations against Iraq in order to 
encourage to curtailment of terrorist activ ity 
directed against U.l. targets and interestas’J .. 
This assistance will be terslnated if the Xi«* 
Government learns that this materiel is b^fggjp 
used for purposes other than the furtheraCft£fE 
Iran's war effort against Iraq. mm( M 


i lie White Mouse 
./nnl» I ngton, D.C. 
net*' 2 January 1986 


UNCUSS 
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: hereby find that tha following operation in a foreign 
country (including all support nacaaaary to such oparatior.) it 
important te tha national aaeurity of tha United States, and dua 
to its extreme sensitivity and aaeurity risks, X determine it is 
•tsantial to limit prior notice, and diraet tha Oiraetor of 
Cantral Intelligence to rafrain from reporting this Finding te 
tha Congrass at provided in Section SOI of tha National Security 
Act of 1947, as amended, until X otherwise direct. 


SCOPE DESCRIPTION 

Iran work with Iranian elements, groups and individuals, 

selected foreign liaison services and third countries, 
all of which era sympathetic to O.S. Government 
interests and which do not conduct or support terrorist 
actions directed against 0.8. persons, property or 
interests, for the purpose ofi (1) establishing a more 
moderate government in Iran, and (2) obtaining froa . 
them significant Intelligence not otherwise obtainable, 
to determine the current Iranian Government's inten¬ 
tions with respect to its neighbors and with respect to 
terrorist acts. Provide funds. Intelligence, counter¬ 
intelligence, training, guidance and coossunications 
assistance to these elements, groups, individuals, 
liaison services and third countries in support of 
these activities. 


The DIG will act to facilitate efforts by third parties 
and third countries to establish contact with moderate 
elements within and outside the Government of Xran by 
providing these elements with arms, equipment and 
related materiel in order to enhance the credibility of 
these elements in their effort to achieve a more 
pro-0.8. government in Xran by demonstrating their 
ability to obtain requisite resources to defend their 
country against Iraq and intervention by the Soviet 
Onion. This support will be discontinued if the 0.8. 
Government learns that these elements have abandoned 
thalr goals of moderating their government and 
appropriated the materiel for purposes other than that 
provided by this Finding. 


The White Bouse 
Washington, O.C. 

Dates 3 January 1918 


Partially DtclaSyfi«d/.8e!faS*i 

imdfr provisions of E.0.12356 
By B. RHl'. Bafiowl Security Council ^ 
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X h#c«by fin4 that the following operation 1" • foreign 
country (Including all support necessary to such operation) is 
important to tho national security of tbo cnited Stataa, (and 
duo td lto extreae aanaltlvlty and aaeurity risks* I deteraine 
it la oaaantlal to Halt prior notice* and direct tho Director 
of Control Intelligence to re fr ain froa repo rting this rinding 
to tho congress aa provide?in faction901oHirNational 
Security Act of 194?* aa aoended* until X otherwise direct.] 


(and direct the Director of Central Intelligence* or hia 
designee* to report thla rinding to the intelligence coaelttees 
of the Congress pursuant to Section 901 of the national 
Security Act of 1947* aa aoended* and to provide auch briefings 

aa necesaary.) 


21 oycjtxrtxgfl 

<i work with Iranian slsnants* groups and individuals* 

selectsd foreign liaison services and third countries* 
all of which are aynpathetlo to O.S. Governaent 
Interests and which do not conduct or support 
terrorist actions directed against U.S. persona* 
property or lntsresta* for the purpose oft 
(1) establishing a sore eodsrate governaent in Iran, 
and <21 obtaining fcon then significant lntelllgsnc* 
not otherwise obtainable, to deteraine the current 
Iranian Governaent'a intentions with respect to its 
neighbors and with respect to terrorist acts. Provide 
funds* intelligence* counterintelligence, training* 
guidance and ooaeunlestions assistance to these 
eleoenta* groups* individuals, liaison services and 
third countries in support of these activities. 


Establish contact with the aore aoderate eleaents 
within and outside the Governaent of Iran to establish 
their credibility with that Governaent by the 

R evision of arms* equipment and related aateriel to 
see eleaents on condition that these aaterlals ba 
Halted in their use essentially to the Iran-lragl 
conflict. This assistance will be discontinued if the 
O.f. Governaent learns that these eleaents are 
alsueing or intend to aiause this assistance* for the 
purpose of relnatltuting terrorist actions against 
O.f. persons^ proper ty.o^lnter as to* or otherwise. 
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ACTION 


MEMORANDUM TOR JOHN M. POINDEXTER 

FROM: OLIVER L. NORTH 

SUBJECT: Covert Action Finding on Iren 


Attached at Tab I is a memorandum from you to tha Prasidant 
forwarding a Covart Action Finding (Tab A). This Finding is 
based on our discussions with Nir and ay subsequent meeting with 
CIA General Counsel Stanley Sporkin. 

f 

At Sporkin’s request, I talked to Bill Casey on secure re the 
Finding and the overall approach. He indicated that he thought 
the rinding was good and that this is probably the only approach 
that will work. He shares our goal of achieving a aore moderate 
government in Iran through this process. 

RECOMMENDATION: 


That you sign the memorandum to the President at Tab I. 

Approve _ Disapprove _ 


Attachments 

Tab I - Poindexter Memo to the President 
Tab A - Covert Action rinding 


F ~SsS^.» 

OADK mmm 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM; JOHN M. POINDEXTER 

SUSJECTt Covert Action rinding Regarding Zran 


This week, Prime Ninistsr Psrss of Xsrasl sscrstly dispatchsd his 
spocial advisor on terrorism with instructions to propose a plan 
by which the U.S. and Israel can act in concert to bring about a 
more moderate government in Iran. The Israelis ere obviously 
very concerned that the course of the Iran-Iraq war and the 
potential for further radicalisation in Zran pose a significant 
threat to the security of Israel. 

The Israeli plan is premised on the assumption that moderate 
elements in Iran can come to power if these factions demonstrate 
thoir credibility in defending Zran against Iraq and in deterring 
Soviet intervention. To achieve the strategic goal of a more 
moderate Iranian government, the Zsraelis are prepared to 
unilaterally coessence selling military materiel to Western- 
oriented Iranian factions. It is their belief that by so doing 
they can achieve a heretofore unobtainable penetration of the 
Iranian governing heirarchy. The Israelis are convinced that the 
Iranians are so desperate for military materiel, expertise and 
intelligence that the provision of these resources will result in 
favorable long-term changes in personnel and attitudes within the 
Iranian government, further, once the exchange relationship has 
comm need, a dependency would be established on those who are 
providing the requisite resources, thus allowing the providor(s) 
to coercively influence near-term events. 


As described by the Prime Minister's emissary, the only 
requirement the Israelis have is an assurance that they will be 
allowed to purchase U.S. replenishments for the stocks that they 
sell to Iran. Since the Israeli sales are technically a 
violation of our Arms Export^Control Act embargo for Ir 








308 



The Covert Action Finding Attached at Tab A provides the 
lattituc* for the transactions indicated above to proceed. if 
this Finding is signed, we would not interfere when the Israelis 
unilaterally commence sales and deliveries of TOK missiles during 
January. 3 96i. he would also be able to legally sell basic TOWs 
to Israel when they submit purchase orders for replenishing their 
own stocks. The Iranians have indicated an immediate requirement 
for 4.000 basic TOK weapons for use in the launchers they already 
hold, he would be expected to replace the Israeli stocks in less 
than 30 days. 4,000 missiles represent 1/3 of all available TOWs 
in Israel. 

The Israelis and the Iranians with whom they are in contact agree 
that the continued holding of the five American hostages in 
Beirut will be immediately solved through commencement of this 
action. Prime Minister Peres had his emissary pointedly note 
that they well understand our position on making concession* to 
terrorists. They also point out, however, that terrorist groups, 
movements, and organizations are significantly easier to 
influence through governments than they are by direct approach. 

Zn that we have bean unable exercise any suasion over Hizballah 
during the course of nearly two years of kidnappings, this 
approach through the government of Iran may well be our only way 
to achieve the release of the Americans held in Beirut. It must 
again be noted that since this dialogu with the Iranians began 
in September, Reverend Weir has been released and there have been 
no Shia terrorist attacks against American or Israeli persons, 
property, or interests. 

The Israelis have asked for our urgent response to this proposal 
so that they can plan accordingly. They note that the current 
crisis in the Middle Zest provides a rationale for a significant 
purchase of TOWs and expedited delivery on our part. In order to 
provide an answer to Prime Minister Peres, the Finding at Tab A 
should be discussed privately with Secretaries Shultz, 

Weinberger, Director Casey and Attorney General Mease. If, based 
on their input, you decide to proceed, the Finding should be 
signed and held. 

Recommendation i 

OF No 

That you agree to meet with Secretaries Shultz and 

Weinberger, Director Casey and Attorney-General 

Keese on this matter as soon as possible. 
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I hereby find that the following operation in a foreign 
country (including all support necessary to such operation) is 
important to the national security of the United States, and due 
to its extreme sensitivity and security risks, X determine it is 
essential to limit prior notice, and direct the Director of 
Central Intelligence to detrain from reporting this Pinding tc 
the Congress as provided in Section SOI of the National Security 
Act of 1947, as amended, until 2 otherwise direct. 


SCOPE 


DESCRIPTION 


Iran 



Work with Iranian elements, groups and individuals, 
selected foreign liaison services and third countries, 
all of which are sympathetic to U.S. Government * 
interests and which do not conduct or support terrorist 
actions directed against U.S. persons, property or 
interests, for the purpose ofi (1) establishing a more 
moderate government in Iran, and (2) obtaining from . 
them significant intelligence not otherwise obtainable, 
to determine the current Iranian Government's inten¬ 
tions with respect to its neighbors and with respect to 
v terrorist acts. Provide funds, intelligence, counter- 
h intelligence, training, guidance and communications 
assistance to these elements, groups, individuals, 
liaison services and third countries in support of 
these activities. 

The USG will act to facilitate efforts by third parties 
and third countries to establish contact with moderate 
elements within and outside the Government of Iran by 
providing these elements with arms, equipment and 
related materiel in order to enhance the credibility of 
these elements in their effort to achieve a sore 
pro-U.f. government in Iran by demonstrating their 
ability to obtain requisite resources to defend their 
country against Iraq and intervention by the Soviet 
Union. This support will be discontinued if the U.S. 
Government learns that these elements have abandoned 
their goals of moderating their government and 
appropriated the materiel for purposes other thax> that 
provided by this Pinding. 
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SUBJECT: Covert Action finding regarding Iran 


Thin week, Prim* Minintnr Parnn of Zaraol aacratly dinpatchnd his 
soecial advisor on terrorism with instructions to proposs a plan 
by which Israel, with limited aasistancs from the U.S., can act 
to brinq about a nora moderate government in Iran. The Israelis 
ara vary concerned that Iran's deteriorating position in tha war 
with Iraq, tha potential for further radicaliration in Iran, and 
tha possibility of enhanced Soviet influence in tha Gulf all pose 
significant threats to tha security of Israel. They be-leva it 
iM essential that they act to at least preserve a balance of . 
power in the region. 

The Israeli plan i» premised on the assumption that moderate 
eleaents in Iran can cone to power if these factions demonstrate 
their credibility in defending Iran against Iraq and J n d ***f rin<J 
Soviet intervention. To achieve the strategic goal of a acre 
noderate Iranian government, the Israeli* are prepared to 
unilaterally cossaence selling nilitary ■Jt«J i «l t® 1 
oriented Iranian factions. It is their belief that by so doing 
they can achieve a heretofore unobtainable penetration of the 
Iranian croveraing heirarchy. The Israelis are convinced that the 
Iranians are so lesperate for military materiel, expertise and 
intelligence that the provision of these resources will result in 
favorable long-term changes in personnel and attitudes within the 
Iranian government, further, once th* exchange relationship has 
comenced, a dependency would be establish^ on those who are 
providing th* requisite resources, thus allowing the providor(s) 
to coercively influence near-term events. Such an i§ 

consistent with our policy objectives and would 
significant advantages for U.f. national interests. 

c A1 described by the Prime Minister’s emissary, the only 

_ requirement the Israelis havo^le an-aaeuranco-thet-thsy^wlll-b* 
allowed to purchase 0.S• replenishments for the stocks that they 
sell to Iran. A Presidential Covert Action finding is required 
in order for us to allow the Israeli transfer# to proceed, for 
our subsequent replenishment sales to *•*••*' f ?S fc 2iii5enc*)^- 
assistance which may be deemed appropriate (e.g., intelligence^ 
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The Covert Action Finding Attached at Tab A provide* the lattltudo 
for the transactlone lndicatod above to proceed. If thia Finding - 
la signed, ve would not Interfere when the Xaraella unilaterally 
co—once calet and deliveries of TOW alasllas during January. 

1414. The Finding also authorises U.S. aslea of basic tows to 
Israel when they eubailt purchase orders for replenishing their 
own stocks. The Iranians have indicated an la—d iets require—nt 
for 4.000 basic TOW weapons for uso in the launchers they already 
hold. We would be expected to replace the Israeli stocks in less 
than 30 days. 4.000 ■issiles represent 1/3 of all available tow* 
in-Israel. 

The Israelis are sensitive to a strong O.B. desire to free our 
Beirut hostages and have Insisted that the Iranians demonstrate 
both influence and good Intent by an early release of the five 
Americans. Both sides have agreed that the hostages will be 
immediately released upon coe—nee—nt of this action. Prime 
Minister Peres had his emissary pointedly note that they well 
understand our position on not making concessions to terrorists. 
They also point out. however, that terrorist groups, —vements, 
and organisations are significantly easier to Influence through 
govern—nts than they are by direct approach. In that we have 
been unable to exercise any suasion over Blsbellah during the • 
course of nearly two years of kidnappings, this approach through 
the govern—nt of Iran —y well be our only way to achieve the 
release of the A—riesns held in Beirut. It must again be noted 
that since this dialogue with the Iranians began la September, 
Reverend Weir has been released and there have been no Shis 
terrorist attacks against A—rlcan or Israeli persons, property, 
or Interests. 

The Israelis have asked for our urgent response to this proposal 
so that they can plan accordingly. They note that conditions 
inside both Iran and Lebanon are highly violatlle and that the 
current crisis in the Middle Bast provides a rationale for a 
significant Israeli purchase of TOWs and expedited delivery on 
our part. The Israelis are cognisant that this entire operation 
will be terminated If the Iranians abandon their goal of moderating 
their govern—at or allow further acts of terrorism. In order to 
provide an answer to Pri— Minister Perea, the Finding at Tab A 
should be discussed with Secretaries Shults and Weinberger, 

Director Casey, and Attorney General Keese. If. based on their 
input, you decide to proceed, the Finding should be signed. 

Because of the extra— sensitivity of this project, it is 
recom—nded that you exercise your constitutional perogatlve to 
withhold notification of the Finding to the Congressional 
oversight committees until such time that you deesi it to be 
appropriate. 


SE 22 
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Th«t you i^rit to Mot with Secretaries Shultt and 
Weinberger, Oiroetor Casey, and Attorney General 
Meeae oa this natter at toon at poaalblo. 


Prepared by: 
Oilvor L. North 


Attachaont 

Tab A - Covort Action rinding 
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I hereby find that the following operation in a foreign 
country (including nil support necessary to such operation) is 
important to tho national socurity of the United States, and duo 
to it* extreme sensitivity and security risks, Z determine it is 
essential to limit prior notice, and direct the Director of 
Central Intelligence to refrain from reporting this Finding to 
tha Congress as provided in Section SOI of the National Security 
Act of 1947, as amended, until Z otherwise direct. 


ogscuirriow 


Iran Assist selected friendly foreign liaison services and 

third countries, which have established relationships 
with Iranian elements, groups, and individuals 
sympathetic to O.S. Government interests and which do 
not conduct or support terrorist actions directed 
against O.S. persona, property or interests, for thg 
purpose oft (1) establishing a more moderate govern¬ 
ment in Zraa, (2) obtaining from them significant 
intelligence not otherwise obtainable, to determine the 
current Iranian Government's intentions with respect to 
its neighbors and with respect to terrorist acts, and 
(3) furthering the release of tha American hostages 
held in Beirut and preventing additional terrorist acts 
by those groups. Provide funds, intelligence, counter¬ 
intelligence, training, guidance and communications and 
other necessary assistance to these elements, groups, 
individuals, liaison services and third countries in 
support of these activities. 


The USG will act to facilitate efforts by third parties 
and third countries to establish contact with moderate 
•laments within and outside the Government of Iran by 
providing these elements with arms, equipment and 
related materiel in order to enhance the credibility of 
these elesMnts in their effort to achieve a more 
pro-V.f. govenmsent in Iran by demonstrating their 
ability to obtain requisite resources to defend their 
country against Iraq and intervention bythe Soviet 
Onion. This support will be discontinued if the O.S. 
Gover nm ent learns that these elesMnts have abandoned 
their goals of moderating their government and 
appropriated the materiel for purposes other than that 
provided by this rinding. 


The white louse 
Washington, D.C. 

Dates S January ISIS 


-rtr$feiia?s ? 


0101-SS 
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x h *5? by . e i* 4 th ** the following operation la a foreign 
country (ineludlnp all support necessary to such operation) la 
important to tho national aoourlty of tho United States, and duo 
to ito extreae sensitivity and security risks, S determine it is 
essential to Halt prior not lea, and direct tho 0 tractor of 
Caatral Xntelllpence to rafrala froa raporting this riadinp to 
tho Concrete as provided in loetion SOI of tho national Security 
Act of lf47, as amended, until X otherwise direct. 


!££!! otscumog 

Iran Assist solocted friendly foreign liaison aervlces and 
third countries, which hove established relationships 
with Iranian elements, groups, and indlvlduele 
sympathetic to U.S. Government Interests and which do 
not conduct or support terroriat actions directed 
apalnst U.S. persons, property or interests, for tho 
purpose oft (1) establlshlne a nore Moderate povern- * 
cent la Iran, (3) obtalnlnp froa thea slpnlflcaat 
lntellipence not otherwise obtainable, to determine tho 
current Iranian Governaent's intentions with respect to 
its neiphbors and with respect to terrorist acts, and 
(3) furtherlnp the release of the Aaerlcsn hostapes 
held in let rut and preventinp additional terrorist acts 
by these proupo. Provide funds, lntellipence, counter- 
lntellipence, tralnlnp, puldance and coanunieatlons and 
other necessary assistance to these eleswnts, proupe, 
individuals, liaison services and third countries in 
support of these activities. 


The Ota will set to facilitate efforts by third parties 
and third countries to establish contact with Moderate 
eloMents within and outside the Governnent of Iran by 
providlnp these elements with erne, equipment and 
related Materiel in order to enhance the credibility of 
these elements la their effort to achieve a aore 
pro-9.1. fovemaent la Iran by deawnstratine their 
ability to obtain requisite resources to defend their 
country apalnst Xraq and intervention by the Soviet 
Onion. This support will be discontinued if the U.S. 
Governnent learns that these eleaents have abandoned 
their pools of noderatine their povernaent and 
appropriated the Materiel for purposes other than that 
provided by this Pled lap. 


The white Rouse 
washlapton, O.C. 
Oatsi d January 


ft* (JIM *10. 12351 

UttjMM suwfty Couhc* 
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75-937 0 - 88 - 11 





CmImI tauUlyiMt «• nfnU fnt wfoHljf ttll Pladlap u 
tho CMcnia as ^ml4«4 la Section III of the rational faculty 
efl»47, u «au4«4» util X 

tsaa ^'"EitSima / ™* r> 

Iria JUtlit selected it lendly fore if* llolm services ai 
third countries/which hero established relationship# 
via Iranian elements, froupe, u< individuals 
sympathetic U O.S. OonsvMt UMraitt uA vtia to 
not conduct or support terrorist Mtloei 41 roc tod 
•yalaot 8,f, nimbi, property or la to root*, for Oo 
purpose ofi UJ tnailiblM a aoro moderate foverm- 
aeat laXraa, (I) obtalalep f no Om olftlflcaat 
latolllfoaco act otherwise obtainable, to determine the 
current Xraalaa Government's lateatloao with roopoct to 
Ita aolfhbcrr oad with roopoct to terrorist acts, «a4 
ill fart bo r lap the rolosso of the American boctsfcs 
half la Selrat oa4 preventing add it local terrorist acts 
by those froapo. Provide funds, latelllfease, ooaato r - 
iatslllyeaee, training yuldance aa4 oooaaaloatloeo and 
other aoeossary ssslstaaee to those alaments, crouss, 
individuals, llaloeo services aa4 third countries la 
sup port of these activities. 

The OM will act to facilitate efforts by third parties 
sa4 third eoaatries to establish contact with moderate 
elements within sad outside the Government of Iran by 
prevldlnp those elaoente with arms, opalpoeat sad 
related materiel la order to enhance the credibility of 
those eleoeato la their effort to achieve a more 
pco-O.fl. fovemoent U Iran by demonstrating their 
ability to obtain requisite resources to defend tholr 
• country acalast trap rod intervention by the fovlet 
Salem/ file support will be discontinued if the 9 . 9 . 
tovornoeat learns that those elements have abandoned 
their yeala ef eoderatlas their Government and 
appropriated the materiel for purposes other than that 
provided by this Pladiap. 
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Hf WMITl HOUM 
WASH INQTON 


January 10, 1986 

DONALD T. REGANt * ^ 


Attached is tha matarial on Cantral 
Aaarica that Dava Fisehar promisad to 
gat to you. Z an discussing this with 
tha NSC to ba suro thay ara on board 
and supportiva. Dava thought you 
would ba intarastad in saaing tha 4 
ainutas of thair commarcials so a 
vidao tapa is attachad. Dava is 
hopaful that a Roosavalt Room briafing 
can ba arrangad (with a PrasidantJLal 
drop by) so that this group can ba 
halpful in tha upcoming lagislativa 
affort. 


Approva briafing subjact 
to full varification 
(tiaa to ba datarminad) 


Naad nora info bafora 
discussing 


UNClffllU 









MEMORANDUM TO DONALD REGAN 
FROM: * David C. Fischer 

SUBJECT: Aid to Contra* Mooting 
DATE: 5 January 1986 


"^7 


Attachod i* tho briefing-paper for the proposed aid to 
tho Contra* mooting. No privato group of Americans hava 
bottor supported tho President’s Contral America program 
a* wall a* othor iaauo* critical to Ronald Roagan. Thoir 
offort* rooultod in highly offoctivo network tolovijion 
and newspaper mosoagos. Transcripts of a raw tolovioion 
spot* aro attachod. A compilation of all 15 and 30 socond 
television spots is available on vidoo ca**otto tapo. 

My convoraation* with Bud McFarlane, Oliver North and 
Assistant Socrotary Elliott Abrahms confirm my belief that 
this mooting is in tho Prosidont's bast interest and will 
groatly onhanco his offorts in oducating Americans and thoir 
oloctod roprosontativos on Capital Hill. Time is critical. 
Tho mooting should bo hold in January thuo onabling this 
group to mobilise thoir offorts as quickly and offoctivoly 
as possible. 

Onco those man and woman raalisa tha President rocognisao 
and appraciatas thoir contribution towards his programs 
thoir P continuod enthusiastic support will bo guaranteed. 

A tan day notification period is needed to insure good 
attendance at this briefing. The names and accompanying 
required information have bean given to tha Secret Service 
for background chocks. 
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etmxi AHWidj^ fmtx!»r yigGiAH 


January , 19SS 
RoosavalS“Roosi 
Approxt 4i30 pai 


PURPOSE ^ 

- 

Tha Aaarican Consarvativa Truat and Tha National Endowmant toPa 
tha Praaarvation of Libarty hava aponaorad aavaral proqraaa in 
aupport of tha Praaidant'a policiaa including 3.D.I., Cantral 
Anarlea and Arms Control. Thia briafing la for tha principal 
financial contrlbutora whoaa patriotiaa and ganaroalty hava mada 
thaaa public aducation programs ao successful and influantial. 


BACKGROUND 

In 19SS ACT a NEPL apant in axcaaa of $3 alllion in supporting 
tha Praaidant'a prograaa through public awareness using tala- 
vision and newspaper aaasagas. Thalr Cantral American Praadoat 
Prograa was initiatad in Juna. White Housa contacts with Olivar 
North, NSC, and Linda Chavas raaultad in thraa Whita House apon¬ 
aorad briaflngs ha Id in tha EOB on Juna 21, Octobar 1? and 
November 21. A rapraaantativa of ACT a NEPL was lnvltad to a 
Praaidantial S.D.X. Cabinat Room briafing where tha Praaidant 
acknowledged viewing thair S.D.Z. prograa*i network talaviaion 
masaaga. A post Ganava tributa to tha Praaidant was also airad 
on all natvork affiliatas. 

Thia group has budgatad S3 million for aducating public opinion 
on tha lsaua of aid to tha contras ovar tha first fav months of 
1916. Tha purposa of thia briafing la to: (1) provlda currant 
status raport on tha situation in Nicaragua; (2) racogniaa and 
axprass gratituda for thair afforts in supporting tha Praaidant; 
(3) ancouraga continuanca of thair ganaroalty in funding thaaa 
worthwhile projacta. 

PARTICIPANTS 

Approximately 30 supporters and four staff mambars. 

PRESS PLAN 

Whita Boom photographar only. 

SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

—Graating by Chiaf of Staff Don Ragan 
—Briafing by Admiral Polndaxtar « Olivar North 
—Briafing by Assistant Sacratary Elliott Abrahas 
—5 minute drop-by of tha Prasidant 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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memorandum for the president 

FROMi JOHN M. POINDEXTER ' 

SUSJECT: Covart Action Finding Regarding Iran 

Prime Minister Peres of Israel secretly dispatched his special 
advisor on terrorism with instructions to propose a plan by which 
Israel, with limited assistance from the U.S., ean create 
conditions to help bring about a more moderate government in 
Iran. The Israelis are very concerned that Iran's deteriorating 
position in the war with Iraq, the potential for further 
radicalixatlon in Iran, and the possibility of enhanced Soviet 
influence in the Gulf all pose significant threats to the 
security of Israel. They believe it is essential that they act 
to at least preserve a balance of power in the region. 

The Israeli plan is premised on the assumption that moderate 
elementJ in Iran can come to power if these factions demonstrate* 
their credibility in defending Iran against Iraq and in deterring 
Soviet intervention. To achieve the strategic goal of a more 
moderate Iranian government, the Israelis are prepared to 
unilaterally commence selling military materiel to 
western-oriented Iranian factions. It is their belief that by so 
doing they can achieve a heretofore unobtainable penetration of 
the Iranian governing hierarchy. The Israelis are convinced that 
the Iranians are so desperate for military tutorial, expertise 
and intelligence that the provision of these resources will 
result in favorable long-term changes in personnel and attitudes 
within the Iranian government. Turther, once the exchange 
relationship has commenced, a dependency would be established on 
those who are providing the requisite resources, thus allowing 
the provider(s) to coercively influence near-term events. Such 
an outcome is conslstsnt with our policy objectives and would 
present significant advantages for 0.1. national lntsrssts. As 
described by the frime Minister's emissary, the only requirement 
the Israelis have is an assurance that they will be allowed to 
purchase O.B. replenishments for the stocks that thsy sell to 
Iran, we have researched the legal problems of Israsl's selling 
U.S. manufactured arms to Iran. Because of the requirement in 
U.B. law for recipients of O.B. erms to notify the O.B. 
government of transfers to third countries, X do not recommend 
that you agree with the specific details of the Israeli plan. 
However, there is another possibility, tome ago Agornsjr^^ 

Daclasrjf^on t ^ 
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Ceneral William French Smith determined that under an appropriate 
finding you could Authorise the CXA to sell »m to countries 
outside of the provisions of the levs end reporting requirements 
for foreign military sales. The objectives of the Israeli plan 
could be m«e if the CXA, using an authorised agent as necessary, 
purchased arms from the Department of Defense under the Economy 
Act and then transferred them to Iran directly after receiving 
appropriate payment from Iran. 

The Covert Action Finding attached at Tab A provides the latitude 
for the transactions indicated above to proceed. The Iranians 
have indicated an immediate requirement for 4,000 basic TOW 
weapons for use in the launchers they already hold. 

The Israeli's are also sensitive to a strong U.S. desire to free 
our Beirut hostages and have insisted that the Iranians 
demonstrate both influence and good Intent by an early releasm of 
the five Americans, loth sides have agreed that the hostages 
will be immediately released upon commencement of this action. 
Prime Minister Peres had his emissary pointedly note that they ■ 
well understand our position on not making concessions to 
terrorists. They also point out, however, that terrorist groups,, 
movements, and organisations are significantly easier to 
influence through governments than they are by direct approach. 

In that we have been unable to exercise any suasion over 
Hixballah during the course of nearly two years of kidnappings, 
this approach through the government of Iran may well be our onl* 
way to achieve the release of the Americans held in Beirut. It 
must again be noted that since this dialogue with the Iranians 
began in September, Reverend Weir has been released and there 
have been no Shia terrorist attacks against American or Israeli 
persons, property, or interests. 


Therefore it is proposed that Israel make the necessary 
arrangements for the sale of 4000 TOW weapons to Iran. 

Sufficient funds to cover the sale would be transferred to an 
agent of the CXA. The CXA would then purchase the weapons from 
the Department of Defense and delivar the weapons to Iran through 
the agent. Xf all of the hostages ara not released after the 
firstshipment of 1000 weapons, further transfers would cease. 

On the other hand, since hostage release is in some respects a 
byproduct of a larger effort to develop ties to potentially 
moderate forces in Xran, yow My wish to redirect such transfers 
to other groups within the government at a later time. 
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I Ur atOKti 



Tha Xaraalis h*v« ssksd for our urgant rasponsa to this propoasl 
so that thsy ean plan accordingly. Thay not* that conditions 
insida both Iran and Labanon ara highly volatila. Tha Israalis 
ara cognisant that this antira opsration will ba tarainatad if 
tha Iranians abandon thair goal of nodarating thair govarrunant or 
allow furthar acts of tarrorisis. You hava discussad tha ganaral 
outlinas of tha Zsraali plan with Saeratariaa Shults and 
Wainbargar, Attornay Ganaral Maasa and Oiractor Casay. Tha 
Saeratariaa do not racowaand you proeaad with this plan. 

Attornay Ganaral Maasa and Oiractor Casay baliava tha short-tarn 
4 hd long-tam objaetivas of tha plan warrant tha poliey risks 
involvad and raeomtaand you approva tha attachad rinding. Bacaust 
of tha axtraaa sansitivity of this projact, it is racomandad 
that you axareisa your statutory prarogativa to withhold 
notification of tha rinding to tha Congrasslonal ovarslght 
coonittaas until such tins that you daaa it to ba appropriata. 

Aacowmandation 


QL no 



That you sign tha attachad rinding. 


Praparad byi 
Olivar L. North 


Attachmant 

Tab A - Covart Action rinding 


//»* 



— 9 ^ 
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ziurritk ■i!in iii iyjiKumi 

izm rm rnwz n nm rg. nin m 11 1 
~ rmrrn: n m-numu m-mni 
rmxiiM tmi sTthttitti • fin 111 i l 


N 9402 




X hereby find that the following operation in « foreign 
country (including all support necessary to sueh oporstlon) Is 
Important to tho astlonal security of the United ftstss, and duo 
to its extreme sensitivity and security risks, X determine it is 
ooseatial to Halt prior notice, sad direct the Director of 
Ceatral Xntelllfeace to refrala froo reporting this find Inf to 
the Conor oss so provided la .lection SOI of the tot local Security 
Act of 1947, so aasndod, until X otherwise direct. 


K9M 

' *%n Assist selected friendly foreign lislsoa servlets, 
third countries sad third parties which have 
established relationships with Iranian elaaents, 
troupe, and Individuals syapathetle to O.S. Government 
iatarests and which do not conduct or support terrqfist 
actions directed against O.S. persons, property or 
interests, for the purpose oft (1) establishing a more 
moderate government In Xran, (2) obtaining froa them 
significant Intelligence not otherwise obtainable, to 
determine the current Iranian Government's Intentions 
with respect to its neighbors and with respect to 
terrorist acts, and (3) furthering the release of the 
American hostages held In telrut and preventing 
additional terrorist acta by these groups. Provide 
funds, lntelllgsncs, counter-intelligence, training, 
guidance and coasaunicatlons and other necessary 
assistance to these slsaents, groups. Individuals, 
liaison services and third countries In support of 
these activities. 


The OSG will act to facilitate efforts by third parties 
and third countries to establish contact with moderate 
elements within and outside the Government of Xran by 
providing these elements with arms, equipment and 
related materiel in order to enhance the credibility of 
these elements la their effort to achieve a more 
pro-O.I. government in Xran by demonstrating their 
ability to obtain requisite resources to defend their 
country against Xraq and intervention by the Soviet 
Union. This support will be discontinued if the O.S. 
Government learns that these elements have abandoned 
their goals of moderating their government and 
appropriated the materiel for purposes other than that 
provided by ttls flading^ 


Tho white louse 
Washington, D.C. 
Oats January 17, 


r «t. fi-iww 


\c^ ' ^•—Nj^'Copy 


OGCA TS 0101-14 
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-UNOASIHtl) 


Main >111 tef Ml* lit! IMMCM Hm Nf m«l Mh MU It* *IM# M IM 
**M !«* ••*! HUM MM M)l MU M .III Nil MM hU IlN MCI** hM 
r«( M M Ml Mr M I Mrt MM fMlUM nhM hMM r UM Ml MIU MUM! 
f>)Mi In IIm*. 

N|M Ml Il lMlll lr M« IMI UMN Ml| ll«MI **4 Ml Ml MM U IliM 
04*1 |M M NNlM IMN ** ** ** *M. I| MtUf UM IM M» IlMlMl MM U 
Hir I Ml Mir IMmMn IM ■ hi Ml l*M III •« II m m mi *• 

IMflMlM *|Mll •« • |MM h IIM Hn M Nth U k* UMlMill Mini* 
_llll «»!• *M M«U •• Uf M Mtf fM «M IM*, **M« ll llMlU | I *«M U M 
^%t* MUM Ml Ml| IMMM l I IM II *• MM*«I*« I* ||M. I| *•«» I* UU 
*«■ ««*r l UfH I* I* Ih. I Ml| M I* *Ml *llk Ml MMlMb M M II Ml 
• Ilk 

lb* MllMl,lM| U*M* (M r* UM* UU »•*«III, MCI* 


Mill I* **l* M •l/lt/M Mill 


Mia rwi mini ***** r > 

Mhcli *M at* III***! 

I* IMllM IklM* Ml M M| * » MI *M I* (*ll*M. Ml) IbMk* IM |l MU. 

Um lUfMM l* M*l *1 III* I* *f <«*lf «• t hkwM * Mm* I IM* Ula 
*•*. VC C*MM M (• *ll« *k*«** kM*. IU(I I* Ik* MNlh *1 Ml. M 
MM* Mil kM |M*« • *l«*ll lUM *(*klM. *lf H|« M kM IM* U*l Ilk* kM 
• IlNKUl nllllMhll •/ MU*. llH*H Ml *MkM* MMIMM. II IIM, 

III* I* Ml *M«. M *|M kM* 'lk«l «Mk* 1*11* *11* MMflkl** «M 

Ual I* M MUlhNl H IM* I* **l mh Ml M Ik* l**f IM** #I«IM* IM*. 

M *111 Mill *M* M k*M kt* t**M*M i* Ik* «*M II MMM lM* (IM* k* 
MM«M Ikk IhtMlal *** 1*1 Ik* IIMlHfl* •****«. M ***** I* *11 «*l*«lf 
M« IklM ***** M* M k**4l« Ilk* M lk*l k* «M* Ml MMl **111*1 Ml *f 
*1 ****** l«*Mt Ilf I k* I * * * M*«|. Ml* Mk*i NT IM • MMlM */ fM *M lie* 
Mt.ll U MM M ****lk>« *(l*€ *l«ft MINI* IMMCM *l**« «• Ml **M* k* 

I* Mill** If M «(M MIlNt) IN Ik* Me IMlMIM*. I *M M M*f I lHIl 
•I* M«*|4 I*. Mat M Ml. M ******** I* Ml* • * ***** m Mil** Ik* lie 


>. I :f, .: 'U ,on 5/4A7 
■••nor ;'rnvi^ m -tf EJ. 12356 
V ■ K<|er, t!’I sm! S*curi > Council 
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Fro*. KSRC.1 • •CPCA Date and (id* 02/2.VI6 21:)7r4» 

To: NSOLN ••CPU* 

*** Reply to not* of 02/J7/M 20: 


NOTS FROM: ROIKRT NCTARLANI 
Subject: hckiA|M 

No tweet 01. I Just tost • separate aotc about not sharping with John bocauac 
I hod forgotten to put it in the other note. And I fully understand the narrow * 
path he ia trying to walk between those who want to go balls out for the wrong 
reasons (Regan) and those who don’t want to do it at all (GPS and Cap). So 

pity 

it any way you oust. As for ay cosMitaants don t worry about the«i ast it up 
any way you wish that it works for the*. I only Motioned it to John to ask 
that he try to give m a heads up soon so that I can ceneel**whieh I an glad 
to do**with sons grace. 



’fdatciiif.*./ r .. ■ 

under pr 
ty B. _V:r 



ijhisUiuOi 


.id) 



a* \* 
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UllOLHOOirtLU 

THC WHITE HOUSE 

WAS HI NO f ON 



April 4, 1986 


MEMORANDUM FOR DONALD T. REGAN 

THROUGH: ALFRED H. RINGON 

FROM i EDWARD J. STUCK 

SUBJECT: Hr^.GolitSChak 


N 1 3626 


Wlll¥_von R*a fa_callad to tftl l am that ha undarstood v ou 
had an i ntaraat in a easa baing triad TrT tha Waatara ' 
District Af-Haw VorOnvolving .a Jte^GdUtScEak/ who 
was accusad of violating tha Arms Expor t Contro l Act. 

On March 31, 1986, Mr. Golitschak vaa santancad to 3*i 
y«ara for vira fraud and conspiracy to violata tha Arms 
Export Control Act. Ha apparantly was trying to ship 10 
Cobra hallcoptart. to. -Iran, 

If you want mora information on tha casa, Willy will ba 
happy to sand you a raport. 



UMUUNNtQ 


•JecliKified/fUlJdii 

uivttc pfWttfrS of E.0.12355 
fy 8. R«£ir, NsSonsi Security Co**® 
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April 4, 1986 
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TZffS 

/V6Z/J? 

Clf7/ 


MEMORANDUM FOR DONALD T. REGAN 

THROUGH* ALFRED H. KINCON 

FROM* EDWARD J. STUCK Y^ 

subject* Mr. GaUtachaK. 


N 13627 


/, Willy von Ha ab call ed-.to tell me that ha understood you 
0 hAd Merest in a cm being tried in the Wtifrn 
t Di»trj.cSu-g{ Ntw York.xnvrilying .JL.Hr —CcUi t.*rhax, who 
} l was <ccund of violating the Arms Export flfatral a^- 
t 

^ On March 31, 1986, Mr. Golitschek was sentenced to 3>j 
• 1 ' years for wirs fraud and conspiracy to violate the Anas 
Export Control Act. He apparently was tryi no-to-shio-id 
CObjA ht.Unnprnrn tn Tran, *“ 

If you want more information on the case, Willy will be 
happy to send you a report. 


NOTED 

ililru. 


0(cU»ned/R.]Jj*l esa^iui^«L 

ty 8. fcetr, H:9cn:l Security CoflWl 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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udQfCSECKtlr. 


aaw flf "oiTAcgi nt naor n 7515 , 

Sscherouod . Xn June IMS* private totnem end Israeli cltltens J 
©SKeneed an operation te effect th* release of the American ! 
hostages xn Beirut xn exchange tor providing certain factions x>. i 
Iran with 0.8.-origin Israeli military materiel. By September, ' 
U.S. and Xsraalx Government officials became involved in this 
endeavor xn order to ensure that the OSG would: 


— not object to the Israeli transfer of embargoed materiel tc 
Irani 

— sell replacement items te Israel as replanlshmant for lit* 
items sold to Iran by Israel. 

On September X the Israeli Government, with the endorsaaent of 
the USG, transferred SOB basic TOW alsslles te Iron, Forty-eigh- 
hours later. Reverend Benjamin Weir was released la Beirut. 

Subsequent efforts by both governments to eoatiaue this process 
have aet with frustration due to the need to ceamualcate our 
intentions through an Iranian expatriate eras dealer la Curope. 
in January IfBft, under the provisions of a new Covert Action 
rinding, the use deaanded a nesting with responsible Iranian 
goveraaent officials. 

On February 20, a U.S. Government official aat with* 

tin first direct U.S.-Iranian contact la over five years.—Xt 
this ace ting, the U.S. side aade an effort to refocus Iranian 
attention on the threat posed by the Soviet Union and the need t 
establish a longer tern relationship between eur two countries 
based on aere than aras transactions. Xt was eaphaslsod that th 
hostage issue was a •hurdle* which aust be crossed before this 
improved relationship could prosper. During the aeetlag, 1% alt 
bocaae apparent that our condltlons/daaands had not boon accurst 
transmitted to the Iranian Governaent by the intermediary and it 
was agreed that* 


— The USG would establish its good faith and bona fides by 
Immallatoly providing l,Md TOW missiles for sale to Iran. 
This transaction was covertly completed on February 21, 
using a private O.B. firm and the Israelis as Intermediari' 

— A subsequent nesting would be held in Iran with senior U.S 
and Iranian officials during which the O.B. hostages would 
bo released. 

— Xnmedlately after the hostages were safely in our hands, tl 
U.B. would sell an additional 3,080 TOW missiles to Iran 
using the same procedures employed during the September X9i 
transfer. 


'Oeclass 
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JJjr frfctyftfrt 

r mi irfiltt" - - * *“*- ' sntzTzvr 

N 7516 

in early March, the Iranian expatriate intermediary demanded that 
Iranian conditions for ralaaaa of tha hostages now included the 
prior aala of 200 MOEN1X oitailet and an unapoeifiad number of 
BAftPOOX missiles. in addition to tha 3,000 TOVs which would*be 
delivered after tha hostaqes ware ralaaaad. A subsequent meeting 
was held with tha intermediary in Pans or. March I, wherein it 
was explained that the requirement for prior deliveries violated 
tha underatandinqs reached in Frankfurt on February 20, and were 
therefore unacceptable. Zt was further noted that the Iranian 
aircraft and ehip launchere for these oisslles were in euch 
disrepair that the oissilea eould not be launched -even if provided 

From March t until March 20, there wae no further effort 
undertaken on our behalf to contact the Ira nian Government or the 

intermediary. On March 2 tC _>**de uneolicited 

call to the phopp-drop in Maryland whidlTVe had established for 
this purpose. £ ^psked why we had not been in contact and 

urqed that we proceed expeditiously since the situation in feelrut 
was deterioratinq rapidly, la was informed by our Farsi-speaking 
interpreter that the conditions requirlnq additional materiel 
beyond the 3,000 TO«s were unacceptable and that we could in no 
cpse provide anythinq else prior to the release of our hostaqes. 

_-'observed that we were correct in our assessment of their 

—Inability to use PHOENZX and IAAPOON missiles and that the most 
urqent requirement that Zrar. had was to plaee their current hawk 
missile inventory in workinq condition. Zn a subsequent phone 
call, we aqreed to discuss this matter with him and he indicated 
that he would prepare an Inventory of parts required to make 
their MANX systems operational. This parts list was received on 
March 2t• and verified by CZA. 


Current Situation. On April 3, Ari Gorbanifahr, the Iranian 
termediary""arrived in washlnqton. O.C. with instructions from 
to consuamute final arranqements for the return of the 
staqes. Gorbanifahr was reportedly enfranchised to neqotiate 
the types, quantities, and delivery procedures for materiel the 
O.S. would sell to Iran throuqh Israel. The meetinq lasted 
nearly aUjifht on April 3-4, and involved numerous calls to 
Tehran. 




A Farsl-speaklnq CZA officer in 
attendance was able to verify the substance of his calls to 
Tehran durinq the meetinq. Subject to Presidential approval, it 
was aqreed to proceed as followss 


By Monday, April 7, the Iranian Government will transfer 
Si7 million to an Israeli account in Swltserland. The 
Israelis will, in turn, transfer to a private O.S. 
corporation account in Switterland the sum of 113 million. 


jmsm~ 
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On Tuesday* April I (or as toon as the transactions are 
verified), tht privttt 0.*. corporation will trtntftr 
91.151 Billion to • CIA account in Switserland. CZA will 
thtr. trtntftr this tut to t covtrt DtptrtBtnt of tht Arnv 
account in tht U.S. 


-- On Wednesday* April 9, tht CIA will cooBcnce procuring 
S3. €51 Billion worth of lAtnt oittilt parts (240aeparate 
lint ltOBS) and trantftrrint thtat parts toJHHf 

h This process it 

tstiBttod to take stvtn workinf days. 

-- on Friday* April 11* a private U.S. aircraft (?0?S) will 
pick-up the BAMS aissilt parts< and fly thtB to a 

covtrt Israeli tirfitld for prepositioninf (this field was 
used for tht earlier delivery of the 1000 TOWs). At this 
field* the parts will be transferred to an Israeli Defense 
Forces' (IDF) aircraft with false aarkinfs. A fATCOM 
capability will be positioned at this location. 


— cm Saturday, April 19, McFarlane, North* Teicher* Cave*. 

^ and a SATCOH coeaumoator will bo ard a CXA aireraft 

in Trankfurt, Oarmany, enroute to Tehran. 




-- on Sunday* April 20, the following series of events will 
occur: 


- u.S. party arrives Tehran (A-hour) — set by 
Aafsanjani* as head of the Iranian delefatlon. 

- At k+1 hours* the U.S. hostages will be released in 
Beirut. 

- At A*1S hours* the IDF aircraft with the bans aissilt 
parts aboard will land at Bandar Abbas* Iran. 

Discussion . The following points are relevant to this 
transaction* the discussions in Iran* and the establlshecnt of a 
broader relationship between the United States and Iran: 

— The Iranians have been told that our presence in Iran Is a 
"holy coBBitjaent* on the part of the DSC that we are sincere 
and can be trusted. There Is great distrust of the O.S. 
aaong the various Iranian parties involved. Without our 
presence on the ground In Iran, they will not believe that 
we will fulfill our end of the bargain after the hostages 
are released. 


W SECRET 
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j farther, th« Iranians ara v«ll th4t 

tht situatanriHrfriairut it 4tttnor«tiot rapidly and that 
tha ability of tha 2MC to affoet tha ralaaaa of tha 
hoatafaa vail bacoa* lncraasaa«ly itora difficult ovar tana. 

M# hava convinced tha Xraniana of a alfnificant naar tan 
and loaf ran 9 a thraat froai tha tovaet Union. Ma hava raal 
and daeaptiva intalliyanca to deaonatrate thia thraat duranq 
tha vaait. Thay hava axpraaaad eonaidarahla intaraat in 
thia natter aa part of tha loofar tan ralationahip. 

Me hava told tha Xraniana that va ara intaraatad in 
aaaiatanca thay any ba villiaf to provide to tha htfhan 
raaaatanca and that va with to dlacuaa thia natter la 
Tahran. 

Tha Xraniana hava baan told that thalr provision of 
aaaaatanca to Nlearayua la unaccaptabla to ua and thay'hava 
•freed to diacuaa that natter in Tahran. 

Ma hava furthar indicatad to tha Xraniana that va vlah to 
dlacuaa atapa lejfljjf to a caaaataon of hoatllltlaa batvaan 
Iran and Xraq. 


Tha Xraniana ara vail avara that thair nost lanedlata naads 
ara for tachnlcal aaalatanea in maintaining thair air forea 
and navy. Ma should expect that thay vill raaaa thia aaaua 
during tha dieeutaions in Tahran. Furthar convaraation with. 
Qorbanlfahr on April 4, lndicataa that thay vail vant to 
raaaa tha natter of tha original 1,000 TOWa aa a alfnlficant 
datarrant to a potantlal Soviet oova agalnet Iran. Thay 
hava aiao-nttggested that, if a«raaaant ia raachad to provid« 

>Ma hava agreed to discuss 

thia matt 


Tha Xraniana hava baan told and aaraad that thay vill 
racalva nelthar^fclane nor cradlt for tha aeiture/releaaa of 
tha hostages. / N 
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— The residual fundi from thif transection are allocated «• 
follows 1 


SI Billion will bo uiod to purchase ripiie«Mnt TOWt 
for tho original SOS sold by Israel to Iran for'the 

°i Thi# tho only way that v« 

•tocks n4 t0 M * 1 0Ut C0 * itMnt t0 Mploniah these 


w4 i 1 5* t0 *»*«*••• critically needed 
aupplias for tha Nicaraguan Demo c ratic Resistance 
Forces. This materiel is assantlal to cover shortages 
in raaiatanca inventories resulting froo thair currant 
offanaiyaa and Sandlnista counter-attacks and to 

J*!,.*!* 10 * *•*"“*,** Congressional: 
approved lethal aasiatabca (beyond the S2S Billion in 
•defensive* am) can be delivered. 


Tha ultimate objective in the trip to Tehran is to cosnence tha 
process of improving C.S.-Iranian relations, both sides are 
aware that tha Xran-lraq Mar is a major factor that must be 
discussed. We should not, however, view this me*tin* as a 
session which will result in Ism edicts Iranian afre ament to’ 
proceed with a settlement with Iraq. Rather, this meeting, the 
first high-level O.s.-Iranian contact in five years, should be 
seen as a chance to move in this direction. These discussions, 
as well as follow-on talks, should be governed by the Terms of 
Reference (TOR) (Tab A) with the recognition that this is, 
hopefully, the first of many meetings and that the hostage issue 
once behind us, improves the opportunities for this relationship 

Finally, we should recognise that the Iranians will undoubtedly 
want to discuss additional arms and commercial transactions as 
•quids* for accommodatlr.«i' , Nicaragua, 

and Iraq. Our emphasis on" ths Soviet mllitery and'subversive 
threat, a useful mechanism in brioging them to agreement on the 
hostage issue, has also served to Increase their desire for mean: 
to protect themselves against/deter the Soviets. 


HCOHKtMPATjfti 

Thmt the President approve the structure depicted above under 
•Current Situation* and the Terms of Reference at Tab A. 


Approve 


Disapprove _____ 


Attachment 

Tab A - O.S.-Iranian Terms of Reference 
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April 4 f 1911 


N 7520 

* 

iAiic mugi or c.s. romcii policy (optional) 


President Keegan cmm into office it e ties when Iran had 
had a certain lapact on tha Aaerican political process — 
perhaps not what you intended. 


The President represented and embodied America's recovery 
froa a period of weakness. Is has rebuilt American ailitan. 
and econoaac strength. 


Most iaportant, he has restored Aaerlean will and 
self-confidence. The 0.8._is not afraid to use its power lr 
defense of its interests. 


-- At the sajM tine, we are prepared to resolve political 
problems on the basis of reciprocity. 

— We see many international trends -- economic, technological 
and political — working in our favor. 


XX. 0.1. POLICY TOWAKP IKAMi IAIIC PKIHCXFLU 
A. Q_i_l,_Assesioont of Iranian Policy. 

- We view the Xranlar. revolution as a fact. The u.S. is 
not trying to turn the clock back. 

- Our present attitude to Xran is not a product of 
prejudice or section, but a clear-eyed assessaent of 
Iran's present policies. 


Iran has used "revolutionary Xslaa" as a weapon to 
uaderaine pro-Western governments and Aaerlcan 
interests throughout the Middle Cast. As lonf as this 
is Iran's policy, wa are bound to be strategic 

adversaries. 

Support of terrorlsa and hostage-taking is part of thi 
strategic pattern. Me see it used not only against us 
but against our friends. We cannot accept either. 
Your Influence in achieving the release of £U hostage 
return of those killed (over tiae) is essential. 


leclassifyt OADk 
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w« Ml your Activity in many parts of the world, 
includiny ovon Ctntrsl America. 

Tho u.s. knows how iron views tho soviot Union, tut 
subversion of Western intorosts and friends objectively, 
sorvos Soviet intorosts on « ylobal seolo. * 

Thus, our assessment is that a docisivo Iranian victory 
m tho war with Iraq would only unloaoh yreater 
rational instability, a further orosion of tho western 
position, and onhaneod opportunities for Soviet 
trouble-makiay. 

Tho o.f. will therefore do what it can to prevent such 
a development. we retard the war as danterous in many 
respects and would like to see an end to it. 


Despite fundamental conflicts, we poreeive several 
possible intersections of U.S. and Iranian interests. 

Z propose we explore these areas. 

first, the U.S. has had a traditional Interest in 
seeing Iran preserve its territorial inteyrity and 
independence. This has not chanyod. The U.S. opposes 
Soviet desiyns on Iran. 

Second.^e have no interest in as Iraqi victory over 
Iran. 

_i we are seekiny an end to this 

conflict and wool (6 TO an improved relationship with 
Iran to further that end. 

Third, we have parallel views on xfyhanistan. Soviet 
policy there Ja naked acoression, a threat to all in 
the reyion. 

-- lut our ~~ 

objective is the samei the I5V1III Wist yet out and 
let the Afyhan people choose their own course. 

U.S. Objective Today. 


we have no illusions about what is possible in our 
bilateral relations. Perhaps this »eetiny will reveal 
only a limited, momentary, tactical coincidence of 
interests. Perhaps more, we are prepared either way. 

Xa essence, we are prepared to have whatever kind of 
relationship with Iran that Iran is prepared to have 
with us. 


£EGK£1- 
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six. lovxrr muxtap.v fostum 

— Nomow has dat^nt on ports of Iran.^ 


7522 


-- Afghanistan illustrates the pries the Sovists art rsady te 
pay to expand srsss under their direct control. 

-- Summarise Soviet capabilities alone border end inside 
Afghanistan which could threaten Tehran. 

— O.S. i| aware of Soviet activity 

^ > 

— Soviet plans/ > low they would do it. 

-- Iranian support to Sandinlata regime in Nicaragua aids and 
abets Soviet designs — makes O.S. -Iranian relationship sort 
difficult (1100 million m oil last year, plus arms). 

— O.S. can help Iran cope with Soviet threat. 

XV. AFGHANISTAN 

— May be real value for Iran and O.S. to find ways to 
cooperate against Moscow in Afghanistan. 

— O.S. can provide humanitarlaQ_jjLAlstance for refugee^ 


— We need te know who you work with, what you already provide, 
and devise strategy to exploit Iranian comparative 
advantage. 

V. KAHDWAPl 

we may be prepared to resume a limited military supply 
relationship. 

— However, its evolution and ultimate scope will depend e%- 

whether our convergent or our divergent interests come to 
loom larger in the overall picture. 

— what does Iran want? 
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a: NSJMP 
NSOLN 


••CPUA 

•CPUA 


Date and cia« 


OWM/U 11:0:.fc2 

N 9212 


*** K«p}y to not# of 0W16/86 16:*0 

•* StpPtT •• 

NOTE PROM JOHN POISDEVTtA 
Subject: private SUNK check 
Y ou aay go ahead end go. but 1 went several points aede clear to thea. There 
ere not to be any parts delivered until all the hostages are free in 
accordance with the pier, that you laved out for ae before. None of this half 
shipa«nt before any are released crar- It is either all or nothing Also you 
aay tell thea that the President is getting very annoyed at their continual 
stalling. He will not agree to any aore changes in the plan. Either they agree 
finally on the arrangeasnts that have been discussed or we are going to 
pensanently cut off all contact. If they really want to save their asses from 
the Soviets, they should get on board. I ir beginning to suspect that 
doesn't have auch authority. 


cc: NSPIT --CPUA 


PAUL THOMPSON 


... 1 

.- r-rive-? :i 
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23 April 1986 


Otar 

V • 

I talk tt tht Prasldtnt on tha phono to laprtss upon hi* my 
cone a ms atari-tht lost of Control Aaarlca and tht lost of our Intalllgtnct 
capabilities. Ha reacted with groat cone am and agrttd on tht urgency of 
taking strong ntasvrtt to laprovt our position on both of tht so aatters. 


I aa working with John Poindexter and Ms staff on tht program Indlcatod 
In hy 1 Harch ataorandua to George Shultx (attachod). ! boll art mo art aotlnt 
In tht dl met Ion of Ito lttntlnt this. I will bt ntttlH tomorrow withflHM| 
■■■■■■■■■■■and with John Polndtxttr and Kan dtfirafftartld, ana wua 
Id Mttsa mm ht rtturns fro* abroad fit Friday. I hopt that wt will hart 
soatthlng to bt reviewed by principals upon your rtturn and rtady to bt 
laplaaentad quickly. 


winlaa J. Casty 


Attachaents (2) 


Tht Honorablt Oonald T. Organ 
Chitf of Staff and Assistant 
to tht Prttldtnt 
Tht Whitt Houst 
Washington, 0. C. 20S00 
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Situation In Nicaragua 


4871 


(billon It • non-starter--cannot 9tt 218 signatures. 


• Available KHOA aoncy it now lost than $ 2.7 Million. Mil allow for 
i of enough food to sustain forces until mid-July. 

-\Instrwctledl have bean Issued for troops to 90 on diminished rations. 
No addltlieal purchases of equipment will be made. 


— FOH has"begun to run short of somo Munitions. 
In June and July. 


This will accelerate 


— Private resources are not going to be sufficient to Meet the needs. 

--TfltMn IS days, troops which Infiltrated Into northwestern Nicaragua 
during April will either need resupplying or will exfiltrate. 


— All the facts point towards a 
etlMe during the Month of July. 


The iMpllcotlons : 

— given the foregoing. It was 1 
we are at a critical Juncture. CltheP 
Implement the policy or scrap our pn 
final alternatives. 


serious debilitating logistical problem 


1 conclusion of the working group that 
we get funding for the contras to 
mt policy and wove ahead with 


-- First, we need an all out effort, laying out the stark alternatives, 
to get Congress to vote up or down on a prograe stellar to the one approved 
by the Senate. It Is not clear that the House ParilamentarIan will find this 
request In order, but It is the only shot to get legislation before the fall. 

— In waking the request, we need to Make It clear that if we fall 
we will be forced to give up the contra alternative and pursue other options. 
Alternative options will require: 

- Refugee resettlement programs In the US for flghtefs and their 
families who so desire, running to the tens of thjS 

• Hundreds of Millions will be required for asslsyl 
Central American countries. 

— Our long-term security could require embargo, blockade or ether 
direct military action. Reference should be made to comments by the parlous 
members of Congress that If our security Is really at sjtake, why don't we do more. 




UNCLASSIFIED 
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rrfcgjtiry of Stitt 
.^^ e therl zed Disclosures 

Our foreign policy contlnuos to be undercut end our Intelligence 
•Ad methods diugtd by uniuthorlztd disclosures of classified 
fitlOA. - 

A widespread perception exists In this government thit people who 
vlolatt'qhelr obligation to protect classified Information go unpunished. 

The perception If growing that, nobody ceres. This undermines the morale of 
those who do dhre. 

3. We will be judged harshly by history unless we act effectively to 
restore discipline to the handling of sensitive Information. 

8 . Host organizations In this government rarely, If ever. Investigate 
unauthorized disclosures. -The DCI Security C omm i ttee reports that during 
the first quarter of 19M,Hnovest1eatloAS of unauthorized disclosures 
were Initiated by ClA.MbyHSA, end ■■by State with no other member of 
the Intelligence Community Inltlatlngllavestlgatlons, although other elements 
of Defense, FII and Justice could well have done so* In short, CIA and MSA, 
which produce most of the Intelligence, make more serious efforts to curb 
and penalize unauthorized disclosures {than do the agencies which receive 
Intelligence and where It passes through the hands of the largest number of 
people. I 

S. Agencies take too long to recognize unauthorized disclosures, to 
report them, and to begin inv**tig«t1lns. Better focused and more sophisticated 
Inquiry Into serious leaks Is needed tojrevive discipline. In discussions 
between the Department of Justice, FIlTCIA, and MSA, there Is agreement 
that a team of more high level, more experienced, and more specialized 
Investigators should be established to concentrate on Investigating unauthorized 
disclosures. 

8 . To direct and focus this, we should establish a small committee with 
representatives of Oefense, Justice, State, MSC, CIA and MSA. It would screen 
unauthorized disclosures as they occur and select those where the damage is 
severe, the offense egregious, and the number of suspects limited enough to 
justify a strong Investigative effort. f 

7. Procedures for authorizing and recording contacts *pth the media 

should be developed and applied as appropriate. r V 

8 . The essential requirement to limit continuing dajAge from\nauthor1 zed 
disclosures Is to make users and handlers of classified Information highly 
conscious that transgressions can be discovered and detntted. AestgrlW ■ — 
risk to the misuse of classified information Is the ke^o llnltln^p^meuttve 


/I 


Old 


witvfanUOll 

X 


William J. Casey 


Regiauy 


BUT 
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Exhibit DTR-27 

cc: NSP9T * -CPL'A PAIL THOMPSON NSDRF * -CPU A DOS -OR?;?* 

FROM: NSJMP --CPU A 73. NSDRF 
NSDRF --CPUA 

*** Reply to note of 03/02.56 19:2" 

•• SECRET •• 

NOTE FROM: JOHN POINDEXTER 
Subject: CONTRA PROJECT 

When Shuler, Refen end I discussed it yesterdeey on AF-l, we were « bit 
confused es to whether the expedited procedures in the lefisletion would epply 
to this proposal. Whet pressure would exist on Tip to take action on it? 

Please talk to Will Ball. What about the idea that Jim Miller and Dennis had 
about submitting an urgent-urgent supplemental containing among other things 
the Irish aid package? 

Next, yesterday in a meeting that I had with the President, he started the 
conversation with "I am really serious." ’’If we can't move the Contra package 
before June 9, I want to figure out a way to take action uni-laterally to 
provide assistance." In ocher words he does not buy the concept of taking 
actions or talking about pulling out as described in the package. He has been 
reading Nacanyahu's (sp?) book on terrorise and V v vas taken with the examples 
of Presidential actions in the past without Congre sional approval. He also 
.ead an op-ed piece on the same subject. I believe that was the one by Dick 
Pipes son. The President is recalling the 306A action we cook on Honduras. I 
told him that I didn't think that it would apply here, since we are not 
dealing with a government. But the fact remains that the President is ready to 
confront the Congress on the Copnsticutional question of who controls foreign 
icy. Ve need to get Abe Sofaer and ocher stalwart lawyers thinking in these 
ms to see if there is some way we could do this, if all else fails. 

with your answers to the first question, we will discuss the package on the 
return trip and be ready to proceed on return. I have George’s proxy on the 
package. George agrees with the President that we have to win some way and we 
will not pull out. 


cc: NSRKS 

--CPUA 

RON SABLE 

NS0LN 

--CPUA 

OLLIE NORTH 


NSRBM 

--CPUA 

ROD MCDANIEL 

NSPBT 

--CPUA 

PAUL THOMPSON 


VSVRP 

--CPUA 

BOB PEARSON “ 

NSFEG 

--CPUA 

FLORENCE GANTT 



05 , 02'86 22 : 01.30 
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SIMIT 


W* WHIT* Mouse 


lUy IS. 1911 


N 3872 

NOTED 


OATSi Friday. May II. 1911 
LOCATIONi Whitt Soul# Situation loom A 
TIMSi lit00 a.a. - 12• 00 noon^ 

> 7 

MOMi JOKN M. POIWSXTSK .! 

n 

x. mu 

To reeolve Iiiuii on aid to the Nicaraguan Democratic Kealatcnce 
Forcee (ON/I and our currant poature In tha Contadora proceaa. 


Tha delay ir Congreaaional action on your aid propeeal for tha 
ON/, cogplad with tha ongoing Contadora diacuaaione, aro creating 
expectatlena and anxietioa in tha O.S. and in Cantral America. 

Tha raaiatanca itaolf ia increasingly deaperate aa available 
auppliaa ara daplatad. Aa of May 1. no further radical aufplica 
or clothing ara availabla. By nid-Jona tha outaida aupport tha 
raaiatanca haa racalvad will have baan conauned, and no further 
elgnlficant aupport appaara readily availabla. 

Aa tine goer on without any OM or outaida aaalatanca. the 
capabllltiea and sortie of tha raaiatanca will bo terlooaly 
debilitated. Oaaplta our aaaurancaa to tha Cantral American 
denocraclea. we atill do not have a clear legielatlve path that 
will aaaura a poaltive vote in tha next few weaka. Thla factor 
la alao influencing Cantral Anerlcan thinking on tha Contadora 
accord. 

Contadora r.egotl ationa ara achcduled to resume in Fanaam on 
frida 


Tha Sandinlataa will likely proa lain that they ara 
algn another verelon of tha treaty, containing propoaala which 
our frlonda have rejected, wa will than find oureelvea engaged 
in a propaganda eonteat la which each aide will alaUa tha other 
la intranelgent. Our objective ahould ha to eupeert aur frlonda* 
poaltlon aa a poaltive and eonatructiva Central American effort 
ta deal with the region* a probleaa. while denouncing tha 
Sandinlataa for rafualng ta negotiate. 


fe§$ahJrty>"*4)£gh 


oo Vice traaldant 
Don Kagan 


*'T 

* •• I. r. ._ _ 


|W#3/.:jaaasic:r..Ji*ja*:» ; 

nai xi * 
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"volatile politic*! Tisul which KIFTr*ated considerable 
•peculation that a treaty la about to be tinned by the Cdhtra 
Americans which would *aoll out* the OW. This NSPC Mating is 
an opportunity (or you to clarify the facts and restate our 
position on Contadorai 

.. The USC will support a verifiable and enforceable treaty 
which ensures that AU the Contadora 21 Points are 
addressed. 

That this country cannot and will not be a party to any 
agreement which does not assure that implementation of these 
21 Points can be fully verified. 


A consistent Administration position on Contadora. as Indicated 
above, will be helpful in Central America and with the Congress. 
Our legislative experts advise that the only realistic venlele 
for aid to the Dftr is the Military Construction Bill which is 
pending Committee action in the House. We have indications that, 
while Speaker O’Neill will accept D*r aid amendments to this bill 
during the week of June 9, he has no intention of allowing it to 
pass. Iven if such a vehicle passes in the House, we stand a 
good chance of filibuster in the Senate and the likelihood that 
to aid would be available until August or September 1*16. 

Given the urgency of the situation within the resistance, it is 
important that we identify aeasurer^fStch can provide some for* 
of immediate Three _optiiS*ns have bean developed: 

-- An immediate reprogramming of S1SM fro* 000 to CXA for 
humanitarian assistance to the OWT. These funds would 
reduce your subsequent request fro* S100M to II5M. This 
action would require approval in the Rouse and Senate 
Intelligence Committee, the Armed Services Committees, and 
the Oefense Appropriations Sub-Co*mlttees. we can make a 
good case that this humanitarian assistance (ISM per month 
through August 19SII is essential to maintain the option of 
0*/ pressure in order to improve prospects for a verifiable 
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and enforceable Contadora ifr«(Mnt. Those who counsel 
delay pn any OR? aid until after tha Contadora procaaa haa 
'played out' can be datarrad by tha argument that a * 
caaaafira undar Contadora still requires tha Oftr to survive 
whila 'national reconciliation negotiations' ara undarway. 

-- A Presidential appaal for privata donatlona by u.S. 
citlxans. Such a atap would undoubtedly result in 
conaidarabla domestic criticise and parhapa a Congressional 
•ova to aake auch activity unlawful. We would alao hava to 
anaura that donationa vara proparly aenaged and diaburaad 
in auch a way aa to aupport a broad baaed daaoeratie 
raaiatanca aovaavant. 

-- A diract and vary privata Presidential overture to certain 
Heada of State who ara financially and politically capable 
of 'bridging' tha rNliuaaa naada until a nor a favorable 
Congressional environment b&talos. ^JucbJVhrtop would likely 
allow ua t^da»onatr#to tho viMlldsy ortBa-nalitanee 
withouf ha#Rg to eriWSfe further domestic partfran political 
debate. Thia option has^yo significant liabilities! 

- Public exposure would exacerbate tha currant partiean 
atmosphere. 

- Tha foreign contnbutora would ultiaately expect that 
their largesse would raault in aone kind of L’SG 
concaaaion in their favor. 

Finally, all agree that our policy in the region on both 
Contadora and the raaiatanca raguiraa you to lneraaaa your 
paraor.al profile on tha laauaa. If thia meeting reaulta in 
conaer.aua on chaae two iaauea, we ahould quickly aubsit a 
Praaidential Naaaaga to tha Congraaa noting tha iaaediate need 
for tha 91SM in non>military aaaiatance to tha DAT. Your Message 
ahould cite the conaequencee of a failure to act and ita national 
aecunty implications. 

XIX. PARTICIPANTS See clearance iiat at Tab ». 

IV. PRISS PLAN » None. 

V. SIOUPICI OP fVtNTS i See agenda Tab A. 

Prepared by» 
Oliver North 
Ray Burghardt 

Attachaenta 

Tab A - Agenda 

Tab • - List of Participants 
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WAfMINOfON 

H 3875 


MEETING WITH THE NATIONAL SECURITY PLANNING GROUP <NSPG< 


Friday, May II. IMS 
Whit# Nouia Situation loot 
llrOO • 12*00 noon 


X. INTRODUCTION 


Joha Poindaxttr 
(2 alnutaa) 


XX. INTELLIGENCE IRIEFING 


Olractor Caaay 
(S alnutaa) 


XXI. CONTADORA SUMMARY 


Sacrjtary Shultz 
<10 alnutaa) 


IV. RESISTANCE FUNDING OPTIONS.John Poindaxttr 

<10 ninutaa) 


V. DISCUSSION 

VI. SUMMARY . 


All 

<3C aiinutcat 

.John Poudaxtar 
() minuttal 
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MlITtWO W1TI THE NATIONAL SECUEITV PUHWIHO OSOU> IMStCt 

Friday, Msy IS, HM 
Whit* Nous* Situation Neon * 

iltOO i.a. - 12:00 noon 


V* 0 ttid 
Mr. Don Gregg 

Iff 

S*cr*tary Georg* Shults 
Assistant Sscrstsry Elliott Abrui 

D*f*ns* 

I«er*t*ry Caspar woinberger 
Under Secretary Fred Ikle 

CIA 



JCS 

Admiral William Crew* 
LTGEN John Moellering 


white Houee 

Mr. Donald Regan 
Mr. willia* tall 
ADM John Roindexter 

HIS. 

LTCOL Oliver North 
Mr* Raymond lurghardt 


► 

> 


'*• isply t* »«t* of OVU/ii H:1« 


UNCLASSIRI 


wti fMtfi oiitia voats ^ 

tofcjoets zaaa aaa ttaacaisa 

Z po s ooS ttoo laCs* o/o NatiMlM a4» to both Ciuci4«o a>4 c«nv. CiocciSyo 
tall y ttoot ttoo^s M| iaSss^to^ssosttoias t o tto s atloc tl 

till Nil •/ toosoy SO 4 toootla^pTs^tklcto to a4y ■!•>> to citTy oat amr^t 

ostoplot# IU hoata^a iceaaftaaata. 

Zoo akt«U too aaaca <a«t tha t«aiataaoa tootpart scysalaotisto aaa haa aaca too# 
tM avalUbia foe iaosSlotoS Siatoacooooat. Uia c*4ac«s tk« a««4 to a* to 
ttoicto coootrios foe tools* Tt daaa sot# tootootac# csSsco ttoo sejsat oooo to yot 
CIA kook ioto too aaaaf«Mat of Ula ptoyesa. to coo ooiy So this kr |*i«a 
focsarS oitk ttoo tapeatraatia^ ftofaaal ss4 fsttiay too csyslsito asttoocitsso 
toe CtA itovolsoootot. Soloso oo 4© ttoia# so silt too iaccosslay cists ot tcyiay 

to aaatfa this fta^taa less tooco Oitto ttoo 4ttss4sat physical ss4 political 
11 Atoll It loo. t ok sot cooplolaloy# at4 70 s ttoov ttost I loco ttoo sort, toot vo 
too 00 to lift OgM ®f ttolo osto ttoo Clt 00 ttost 1 css yot sors tsso JA^su of 
sloop st alyht* Ttoo tooco ooooy ttooco is (as4 so sill bsvo s cosoiSOklilBfr '#♦ 
oooost is o foo toots Says) ttoo ooco vioitoio too prsycaa toocoooo (aicpUaaa, 
pllati* wapaaai Solitorloo* otc.) «s4 ttoo toocto soyoioltioo oitl toocooo 
poayla 11 too totcy# tostass, Ssckloo» ot si. stollo I coco sot a stoit otost tooy 
ooy otootot too; it cooM ooll toocooo to political o«toocoaotooot ItoC ttotos'ScotolSoot 
a ©4 ytoto. loci of ttoio cisto cos toe otolSoi oltooly toy cotoelay it kill aa 
ssttoor&coS CTA pcoytAto stoSottslos sltto too 1154. thia la stoat 1 sso otosat to 
ooy Is'ttoo toootioy t#4sy oo4 a poiot ttost t tool I sso totolts Stoss sot oototocstoato 
Is tola oStscocy ot Ttici coootcy ooilcltotloo* Z koto so loos 00 st tooa soyas 
Sooo oc 4ooo toot toast co oy pcltstto S.3. opocotiso hot tso AcssiOost stotlossly 
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UNCLASSIFIED 666 * 0 ^ 

_ national sfcuwrrv COUNCX 

BBBil, * !lBBItBI1 *** WA»«OTOKOC. mm 


MEMORANDUM Or CONVERSATION 
SUBJECT: U.S.-lran Dialogua 

PARTICIPANTS: 

Tha President 
Tha Vica Prasidant 
Donald Ragan 
John Poindaxtar 
Robort McFarlana 
Olivar North 
Howard Taichar 
Rod McOanial 

DATE* May 29, 1986 
PLACE: Oval Offlca 
TIME: 9:30 a.a. 


McFarlana briafad tha Praaidant on tha visit to Tahran. *Wa did 
not succaad in gaining tha hostagas 1 ralaasa. Tha currant stata 
of govarnaant in Iran lacks coapatanca. Tha conpatants vara 
dacapitatad. Ona hundrad thousand or nora ara gona. Tha 
tantativa ovar'euras to U.S. rasult froa a racognition of thair 
daclining circuastancas.• 

McFarlana dascribad thair basaar-styla nagotiating tactics and 
apparant faar of failura. On tha tarns of rafaranca, thara was 
disagrsaaant, but soaa araas of agraaaant as wall, a.g., tha 
Soviat thraat, Afghanistan. Tha Iranians hava navar atappad up 
to tha raality of hostaga ralaasa procass. Miaundarstandings 
vara causad by Ghorbanifar’s lattar. 

On posslbilitias for futura, tha Iranians ara aovad by tha 
opportunity to rastora tias to sarva thair atratagic and acononic 
intarasta. *Thay will ba back in touch with us. Thay hava now 
■at with North and Talchar. I racoasaand no aora naatings until 
tha hostagas ara ralaasad. A lot nay ba possibla. You hava 
bagun to opan tha door to thasa paopla." (S) 

Tha Boating andad at 9:40. 


Daclassify on: OADR 


UNCLASSIFIED 

-6 E 6R ET - 


Praparad by: 
Howard Taichar 
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nif. •.% hi r». m»«. *r. 
July 21. 1984 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Th:.i is ir\ reply to your letter to the President 
of June 25, 198$, requesting comments on 
H. Res. 485, relating to the allegations of 
improper activities by members af the National 
Security Council staff in support of the 
Nicaraguan resistance. The Administration 
strongly opposes enactment of the resolution. 

Last fall, in an effort to cooperate with 
Chairman Barnes, my predecessor, Robert C. 
tfcFarlane, met with members of your committee 
and tho House roreign Affairs Committee. While 
I did not participate in these discussions, I 
understand that Information■ffn the specific 
issues raised in H. Res. 48S, was provided-to 
your Committee and that this information made it 
clear that the actions of the National Security 
Council staff were la comsllaned with both tho 
spirit and lette0of the law regarding support 
of the Nicaraguan resistance. 

Thank you for the opportunity to coanant on 
K. Res. 48S. X have forwarded similar letters 
to Chairman Fascell and Chairman Aspln and 
sincerely hope this matter can finally be put to 
rest. 

Sincerely, 

■ 

John H. Poindexter 

The Honorable Lee Hamilton 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, O.C. 20S1S 
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U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVSS* 


MONUMENT HUCT COMWrrrfl 
ON MTtlUClNCI 

wASHMtoroM oc jotti 







The President 
The White House 
Washington, 0. C. 


-if 


July 1, L9M 


Our Mr. President! 


Z m writing to r*fjNt yw osarni an II. Am. 4tS« a reeoUtion of 
inquiry directing the President to provide to tne touse of Hepr «ss.-.t at ive* 
csrtiin information concerning Activities of Lieutenant Color-*. .:./er .'tort.**, 
or any otner —bar of tha iwff of the National Security Coral in support 
of the Nicaraguan raaistanct. 

This resolution wu introduced m tna House an Jana 24. l)io arvs referred 
jointly no tna Qaeadtteee an fbralga Affairs* Araad farvieaa anl tna Panvarar.t 
•elect Caaaittee an XmeUJfsnaa. Under tna rules of tha House, tna 
coauttaas out act on this Legislation within 14 legislative days, beginning 
June 23. Since tha July 4th recess period has intervened, trus noe period 
will not be up until the end of July. Therefore, Z respectfully request your 
response to trus resolution no later than July 23 in order to give tne 
Cocsuttaa adequate tlee to consider the astter. 

A copy of H. Asa. US is sncloeed for your reference. 

Wit*, jest tfishea, t a» 



tne loeure 


Lea A. tteiltan 
Qainan 
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Congress of the Idnited States ' 

Consnitttc on foreign affairs N 1T 3 
tuwc of UcpTtscntamei 
{Dasttngton. DC :oiu 



June 25. 1386 


Th* President 
Th* Whit* Kous* 

Washington, 0. C. 205C0 

3**r Mr. President: 

I am writing to request your comment# on H.Rea. 415, • resolutic: 
of inquiry directing tn* President to provide to th* House of 
Representatives certain information concerning activities of Lt. Col. 
Oliver North or any other member of th* staff of th* National Securit; 
Council in support of the Nicaraguan resistance. 


This resolution was introduced in th* House on June 24, 1586 ar.i 
referred Jointly to th* Committees on roreign Affairs, Armed Services 
and th* Permanent Select Committee on intelligence. Under the rules 
of th* House, th* committees must act on this legislation within .4 
legislative days, beginning June 2S. Since th# July 4th racess peric 
will start shortly, this time period will not be up until th* end o- 
July. Therefor#, X ceapectfully reqmes* your response to this 
resolution no later than July in order to give th# committee 
adequate tia* to consider th* matter. 

A copy of H.R#s. 4IS is enclosed for your reference. 


with highest regards, t am 

"k «^ - 

fiU,- Ly-’. 
fftc. kift- 

'"X ) 


(•Sincerely vours 


Dante l/fascell 
Chairman 


DBPiJi 

Cnclosurs 
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Exhibit DTR-33 


... .JUM^4iioutooincu 

Seo'.^cer IS. 1386 


participants list 


PM.Irlaf ZZ 2,00 ‘ 2,30 p '^ _ lOvsL°i*±£±l 


“’The Preeident 
"■The Vies Preeident 
—Secretary Shulta 
~Secretary Weinberger 
“ Donald T. Regan 
- John N. Poindexter 
“-Assistant Sacratary diehard Hoiphy 
—Ambassador Thomas Pickering 
«sDannia Roee, MK Jtaf< 

£&f ffa 


j:sf-212*5 


. Office) 


,-on-Shd -- 2i 3<T ■ 7T« S o.n. &*'- 

^ ^ :y/~$:c 


Tha United States 
* Tha President 

Iaraal 

.PrlaM Minister Paraa 




Plenary Moa tlno -- 2t45 - 3»30^- 

Th f Pnltad States 

_Tha Praaiaant 

--Tha Vica Praaidant 

-—Secretary Sbalts 

——-Sacratary Weinberger 

•-Donald T. Regan 

-■■ • John N. Poindexter 

— . ——^ ajiiittant feoratary Richarurphy 
Ambassador Thoeae Pickerln 
-Dannie Ross, NfC Staff 
-William furns, NSC Staff 

> L4U/*. 


fy B. Rfegtr. National COB® 





(Cabinet Rooa> 
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ONIMJMHtd'Wflr if 


Urn! 

„——-Ttimm Minister Shimon Paras 
_—- Ambassador Mair Rosanna 

-G raham Tamir, Olraceor Ganaral, Offica of tha 
Prima Ministar 



1 Hanan Bar-On, Deputy Diractor General, 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

-Or. Nimrod Novik, Policy Advisor to tha Prima Ministar 
•Oan Halper/n, economic Ministar, Embassy of israal 
. Brigadier General Asrial Navo, Military Sacratary to tha 
Prima Minister 


^ Uri Savir,yMjadim .Advise* to tha Prim 


Ministar 


Dapartura S tatements — 3 >30 - 3>40 p.m. (South Uvn| 


Tha United Stataa 
Tha Praaidant 


Israal 

Prime Minister Paras 



n 


OeclastfM/lUfaat <n - 2 R skxly [ 987 - 

undlf prevlUori of E.0.I235G 
ty B. Rcf«r, Nc!fcn:l StfuHW CoffWfl 

UNCLASSIFIED 



r. note 


mm® 


CO»liw •icatiom^cmci 


•ill aot l4k« Ult sack diftacaaca. 

cc: asaoii — cm isIgk — cptfi 

0 Dealt msdo 

use moh: bsjbp —erst to: bsblb «-epo* 

To: msblf —cm 


ALTOS C. KBBL 
11/01/94 16:56:07 


H 12631 


•OTC FBOH: JOBS POtIDBXTCK 
SOBJICT: Boatafaa 

t* ak . u ••■*** 9 toa aboat 7000 local toal 4 kt. Na 
k akoa* Bala aaaca of tka opacatioa* ru«M call kia m 

aboat 1000 Sitlaf aad jit a bli aa aaftata* 

Noatajaa 

?»? ."?« ,S -"» 0 »“ C ' , U „,r : HUS :,3 


•ill 6a oa a 
•acara at koaa 
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Exhibit DTR-36 


vjttetftssifo 

day* and aamtaining tha no coaaant lint, I 
li|an ha* backgrounded ch* weeklies and laid 
tha ontira prolyla* at ay faat; ay idaa, ay aanageaanc, a atncc araa (or * 

hostages daal, no >ar|*r agenda in aind, ate. I was told this not by a 
joarsalist but by ay elotaat (riand who had baan gatcinj call* all day to tha 
affoct that "lud is baing hung out to dry by Don Hagan." I atillhava no*, 
coaaant*d to anyona. 

lut : auat tall you that if this i* trua, I will ba quit* aad. Thu will'ba 
tha aacond lia Don Hagan ha* sowed against aiy character and I won't *tand (or 
it. . 

It a^ght ba u*a(ul to raviaw just what tha truth la. 

You will recall that when tha Israelis first approached us in June 'gS, 2 
praaantad tha idea of engaging in a dialogue with thf Iranian*--no sent 19 a at 
all of any araa exchanges at all••and ha approved it. 

Ve eien heard nothing until August whan the Israelis introduced tha 
rH'iir*a*at for TOVs. I told K lacks no. 

m • 

They want ahead on their-own but than asked that we replace tha T0V5 and. after 
checking with tha President, we agreed. Weir was released as a consequence of 
their action. 

tty seat involvement was to go to London where I presented our williagncaa to 
opee a political dialogue but that we could not participate in an ansa 
transfer for hostages. Gorbenifar ranted and raved but we did not change our 
position. 

I re .urned to the States and debriefed the President (with Cap present, and 
Regan) that we had taken tha position of being open to a political dialogue 
once our hostages were released but not before and ruled out an ares transfer. 

I a.so said that Gorbanifar was not to be turned aad recoaeaded that w^ao 
1 eager carry on bus meet with kiai. You were preeeat John. 1 the* left the 
govemaeat 




NOT! PROM ROIERT ttCFARLAN! 
SU.ICT: Current Events 

Having bsen out of town for two 
ret.mod today to find that Don 


Iom dialogue Bust have aaatlauod with Gorbanifar between New Year’s and.April, 
mcv it ha reading ay racaa w ad a tlon. In April you contacted aa to go to Iran 
to open tha political dialogue. I did to. Once there, faced with bad faith on 
their part (not hawing released our people and without Beatings with the* 
dec La ion nakera) t aborted tha aissioe. 0111* can verify all this. 


Upon ay return, I dabrlafred tha 
carrying on tha eras connection t 
dialogue. 


p and once mot* tecoaaended against| 
waiting chea out on tha political 


tXNIBIT 


Now this ia a far cry froa tha way Ragan is supposed to ba reporting it John. 

I her* supported tha idaa of tha political dialogue but tiae and again, have 
registered ay oppoaitioa to the eras deal. You know that. ^ 

If say of these reports of what Regan ia saying are true*-thay are aupposegi to . \ , 
be in Tiae and Newsweek on Nonday-/Tt will ba cause for «i libel suit Sy as|. -o- \ 

! -. J :r f.vitasj 0 110.12358 
i'/ ? r, Ncti::d Sccatly OoccjQ 
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. 4 a :>?•: . ..*j *.i .4rry :r. *- ::«aenc t.-.a: t «,-j ;; ;i 

to tut torvo :m hope of praierving tf»* potition of lidujut tc |„: : 
won't tolerate Uea fro* Don Hogan. 

Johs.itoight be useful for you to try to find out froo Ooe mt by asking tho 
■eg* directly. just whet they in running with. I hove aade no coment (other 
than tho "fanciful end ficticioui" lino in ay Cleveland Q44) end will not. 


UnULnUUII 


N 7502 


f 

\ 
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-—■aaussiHti 
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. „“J “ ** *• •««•* tol. 4.4 4.4 t«Ct. Im. |Mi ll W , 


t#i Mici --era* 


••/•I/M »iM: H 


'*• **• \»wa lata 

»* ••«* l«« 4 l« toa aa* bis la •■atoals'tolls MIM4I44 4 
' " r *“* "• *• • cs4tals ifilsV|Kt ss sssa a*. stlb Caaaf. 
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_ab 14 * 
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,to 4 a. 1*4 «ba tflli* to*.* aa 4 * toa. | .ill aa*. al«.l 


• II 


I*, lie* as4 Ba.lbf 


|l* Iba 1*1 4 I, ..Ilia*. ' 

^ 144 b to T **i 4 a| -• «ba*4» to baa *a«|i.al 
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Exhibit DTR-38 


5*35 M. 

*wJU«a. 



0530 ^ 


Ot About MeFarlane or spare parts or arms to Iran? 

As We have no comment on thtsa reports. As long as there are 
Americ an ho stages being held in the Middle Cast we will not be 
responding to questions like thler A iriaple no coement will be 
made to all questions about talks or aetlons that might or alqht 
not be takinq place. You should Infer nothing to these 
responses. ' “ 


0: Does the U.S. still have an arms embargo against Iran in the 

Iran-2raq War? 


As lonq as Iran advocates the use of terrorism, the U.S. 
inyabtrM IfiTt -o nt;nut. 

moreover, the U.S. position on the 
Iran-lraq war remains that tht fighting should stop and the two 
sides should reach a negotiated settlement of their dispute. We 
favor an outeome wherein there are no winners or losers. _ 


r 

Partially DaclaSSitiad/fieleasM Ml 

unddr provliionl of E.O. 12356 
by 8. Rfgfcr* National Security Council 

t- J 







1 
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Exhibit DTR-39 


ONIUgp. 




*cn nm-. noitr truust v u _ 

*li.*XCT: Good Sorning ” 7 499 

I ve Mm wt if turn for two days. u I guess you have too. After ftvo oonth* 
without oao ******* for i««« raaaon I havo had to do two of then on tno tut * 
4oy. Mth were followoO by QU with tho firat guest ions being on tho Iranian 
headlines! replied that 1 could not coeueent hut would waicooo tho chanca ta 
do so at tho appropriate tine in order to correct what havo Soon -fanciful 
largely fictitious acorioa. * ,Ui 

Although Carolina tolls oo that I havo hod hndroda of calls. I havo refused 
al. of then and will continue to do so. I have Soon told on vary good 
authority however, that Don Asian is beginning to hnof on this laying tho 
who.o thing at ay foot. ' * 

t m proud of what wo have sot in-notion and believe it oay still havo sons 
proaiao especially in the context of restoring sons stability in tho 
relationship with Iran which has always boon wy native as you know, Sinilarlv 
I havo always boon agamic dealing with Oorbonlfar. but nano of this a---* -- 


_ wo ought to get 

,>iv * t * 0 '* t *"• *°*t*» » »0«^U| accomplished before 

the tido of congressional investigations overvhelo us. It la a good story to 
to.* as it atandoi it can be better. 

Let's stay in touch. 



i 
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Exhibit DTR-40 



Mi#_iTATiiw^r»t;^qf t mhizon 

~Th* to4ay Mt .tEPHPBRft notional aooority 

rtfarllAf th« lUtit of tte tearleon heiUfvi U 
tehoaoo. Tho aootiaf v«i p rapt of by th« VmUm'i toutor* for 
tho oofoty of tho roooinlaf bootofoa aai hit f««r tint tho into 
of •poeulatlro ptorioo which km arlaoa iImo tko rolooao of 
0ovl4 Jacobaon juy put thus ui otktti at riot. 

,0vln« tho Motlfif« tho ProaUoat'rooi'ovof ontoitf offorto to 
Mkim tho rolooao of oil tho hotttfta, ao wall u out otter 
brood policy ooaoorao lo tte Kitelo loot mI Nnlu Mil. ho 
.boo boon tho coot la flallor aootiafo with tho Praatioat ao4 hit 
•color afvlooro oa this Mttor# ttero voc oaoaUmm itpport for 
tte htiUttt. - Vhllo opoolf&o foololoaa AloouiooA at tte aaot i at 
• ooaaot te tte Vvuitet 4U uk It bo roo«phasl«a4 ttet 

oo 9,f, lm hairo teoa or till te rlolatof on4 that oor pilliy of 
not aokluf oonooooloflfl to torrorltto motto intact. 

At tho iomUHm of tho MittaTi"^ Pro latent modo it olooo to 
oitelUt ho appreciated tholo atpport oaf offorto to ftia tte 
oofo rolo^oo of oil tho hootofoo* ItwiiUo tho foot ttet 
hoototo iivoa art ot atote« tte Prooldoot ookof hla afrlooro to 
onotro that thol* doporfc a oo t o rofrala froo aaklaf teoBoato or 
•poomlotiof ateat thoao ■ottooo. 

v. r v Mrt-*;-. 
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THC WHITE HOWSC 

W*»HINO fON 


November 12, DSC 

APMINISTWATIV8LY CONFIDENTIAL 
MEMORANDUM) FOITtHE CHIEF J>F. STAFF ' 

FROM l ( PAT BUCRANA 

iaanian/hobtaSeE^ tssu* 


SUBJECT! ^ 


NOTED by DTR 

-£/>//// 

ii «xH,.,r 

sss^a 

1 3749 


This may be redundant, but you ought to know that wo faca a grave 
coMaunlcatlona problem ovar this Iranlan/Hostagee Issua. The 
appearance of things is that we have negotiated with a terrorist 
rag lee more detested by the American people than the Soviet 
Union, that we have paid in spare parts and Military equljment 
for our hostages, that we violated our policy and traduced our 
principles, that we are now stonewalling. Not since 1 cane here 
has there appeared such an issue which coaid do such deep and 
permanent damage to the President's standing. I realise this is 
all being held extremely tight, for obviously good reasons, but 
we have already witnessed some jubilant assaults upon Ronald 
Reagan's reputation for principle — from his enemies — and some 
bitter assaults frost some of his friends. (We got them on the 
weekend shows.) We are fortunate Ongress is out. 

However, the best response on this, Z should think, would be 
earliest and fullest disclosure of what we did, what we 
attested, why, etc. The story will not die, until some much 
fuller explanatloa -- giving our arguments — is provided. 


Prediction! It we wait three weeks, the President's approval 
will he down in the mid-fifties at beat. 




Handwritten note on document N13749: 


"I agree, and have so advocated for a week, we are 
lat!* 9 ® omethin 9 on Thurs(tmrw). Finally, its 

Th«i a?m." h ° Pe " 0t t0 ° late ' WU1 check with you 


Don 

11/12/86 
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er united and commuted to this cause, I 
think we represent a powerful force for hu¬ 
manity. And when that happens, there It be 
no sanctuary on Earth for those who »ere 
pilfering human dignity and pandering de¬ 
spair. 

So. I'm counting on all of you. and I'm 
looking forward to hearing your viewj now 
.Maybe you've heard enough from all of us 
at this side. 

Note: The President spoke at 1:35 p.m. in 
the Cabinet Room at the White House 

US Ambassadors to 21 countries of¬ 
fended the 2-day conference. which was 
held at the White House. 


Iran-llnited States Relations 


Address to the Nation. November 13, 1986 


Cood evening. 

I know you've been reading, seeing, and 
hearing a lot of stories the past several days 
attributed to Danish sailors, unnamed ob- 
servers at Italian ports and Spanish harbors, 
and especially unnamed government offi¬ 
cials of my administration. Well, now you're 
going to hear the facts from a White House 
sou tee, and you know my name. 

I wanted this time to talk with you about 
an extremely sensitive and profoundly im¬ 
portant matter of foreign policy. For 18 
months now we have had underway a 
secret diplomatic initiative to Iran. That ini¬ 
tiative was undertaken for the simplest and 
best of rea s on s; to renew a relationship with 
the nation of Iran, to bring an honorable 
end to the bloody 8*year war between Iran 
and Iraq, to eliminate state-sponsored ter¬ 
rorism and subversion, and to effect the 
safe return of all hostages. Without Iran's 
cooperation, we cannot bring an end to the 
Persian Gulf war; without Iran's concur* 
rence, there can be no enduring peace in 
the Middle East 

For 10 days now, the American and 
world press have been full of reports and 
rumors about this initiative and these objec¬ 
tives. Now, my fellow Americans, there's an 
old saying that nothing spreads so quickly as 
a rumor. So, I thought it was time to speak 


with you directly, to tell you firsthand about" 
our dealings with Iran As Will Rogers once 
said. ' Rumor travels faster, but it don't stay 
put as long as truth." So. let s get to the 
facts. 

The charge has been made that the 
United States has shipped weapons to Iran 
as ransom payment for the release of Amer¬ 
ican hostages in Lebanon, that the United 
States undercut its allies and secretly violat¬ 
ed American policy against trafficking with 
terrorists. Those charges are utterly false. 
The United States has not made concessions 
to those who hold our people captive in 
Lebanon. And we will not. The United 
States has not swapped boatloads or plane¬ 
loads of American weapons for the return 
of American hostages. And we will not. 

Other reports have surfaced alleging U.S. 
involvement: reports of a sealift to Iran 
using Danish ships to carry American arms; 
of vessels in Spanish ports being employed 
in secret U.S. arms shipments; of Italian 
ports being used; of the U.S. sending spare 
parts and weapons for combat aircraft. All 
these reports are quite exciting, but as far 
as we're concerned, not one of them is true. 

During the course of our secret discus¬ 
sions, I authorized the transfer of small 
amounts of defensive weapons and spare 
parts for defensive systems to Iran. My pur- 
poee was to convince Tehran that our nego¬ 
tiators were acting with my authority, to 
send a signal that the United States was 
prepared to replace the animosity between 
us with a new relationship. These modest 
deliveries, taken together, could easily fit 
into a single cargo plane. They could not, 
taken together, effect the outcome of the 6- 
yeer war between Iran and Iraq nor could 
they affect in any way the military balance 
between the two countries. 

Those with whom we were in contact 
took considerable risks and needed a signal 
of our seri ous intent if they were to carry 

time we undertook this initiative, we made 
clear that Iran must oppose all forms of 
international terrorism as a condition of 
progress in our relationship. The most sig¬ 
nificant step which Iran could take, we indi¬ 
cated, would be to use its influence in Leb¬ 
anon to secure the release of all hostages 
held there. * 
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-- Some progress his already been made 
Since U S. Government contact began with 
Iran, there s been no evidence of Iranian 
Government complicity in acts of terrorism 
against the United States Hostages have 
come home, and we welcome the efforts 
that the Government of Iran has taken in 
the past and is currently undertaking 

But why. you might ask. is any relation¬ 
ship with Iran important to the United 
States? 

Iran encompasses some of the most criti¬ 
cal geography in the world. It lies between 
the Soviet Union and access to the warm 
waters of the Indian Ocean Geography ex¬ 
plains why the Soviet Union has sent an 
army into A/ghamstan to dominate that 
country and. if they could. Iran and Paki* 
stan. Iran's geography gives it a critical posi¬ 
tion from which adversaries could interfere 
with oil flows from the Arab States that 
border the Persian Culf Apart from geogra¬ 
phy, Iran's oil deposits are important to the 
long-term health of the world economy. 

For these reasons, it is in our national 
interest to watch for changes within Iran 
that might offer hope for an improved rela¬ 
tionship. Until last year there was little to 
justify that hope. 

Indeed, we have bitter and enduring dis¬ 
agreements that persist today. At the heart 
of our quarrel has been Iran's past sponsor¬ 
ship of international terrorism. Iranian 
policy has been devoted to expelling all 
Western influence from the Middle Cast. 
We cannot abide that because our interests 
in the Middle East are vital. At the same 
time, we seek no territory or special posi¬ 
tion in Iran. The Iranian revolution is a fact 
of history, but between American and Irani¬ 
an basic national interests there need be no 
permanent conflict 

Since 1983 various countries have made 
overtures to stimulate direct contact be* 
tween the United States and Iran; Europe* 
an. Near East, and Far East countries have 
att e m p t e d t o serve a s I nte r mediari e s, B e* 
spite a U.S. willingness to proceed, none of 
those overtures bore fruit With this history 
in mind, we were receptive last year when 
we were alerted to the possibility of estab¬ 
lishing a direct dialog with Iranian officials. 

Now, let me repeat: America’s longstand¬ 
ing goals in the region have been to help 
preserve Iran’s independence from Soviet 


domination; to bring an honorable end to 
the bloody Iran lraq war. to hair the export 
of subversion and terrorism in the region A 
major impediment to those goals has been 
an absence of dialog, a cutoff m communi-'* 
cation between us. It s because of Iran s 
strategic importance and its influence in 
the Islamic world that we chose to probe 
for a better relationship between our coun¬ 
tries 

Our discussions continued into the spring 
of this year. Based upon the progress we 
felt we had made, we sought to raise the 
diplomatic level of contacts. A meeting was 
arranged in Tehran. I then asked my 
former national security adviser, Robert 
McFarlane. to undertake a secret mission 
and gave him explicit instructions. I asked 
him to go to Iran to open a dialog, making 
stark and clear our basic objectives and dis¬ 
agreements. The 4 days of talks were con¬ 
ducted in a civil fashion, and American per¬ 
sonnel were not mistreated Since then, the 
dialog has continued and step-by-step 
progress continues to be made. 

Let me repeat: Our interests are clearly 
served by opening a dialog with Iran and 
thereby helping to end the Iran-Iraq war. 
That war has dragged on for more than 6 
years, with no prospect of a negotiated set¬ 
tlement. The slaughter on both sides has 
been enormous, and the adverse economic 
and political consequences for that vital 
region of the world have been growing. We 
sought to establish communication with 
both sides in that senseless struggle, so that 
we could assist in bringing about a cease¬ 
fire and, eventually, a settlement. We have 
sought to be evenhanded by working with 
both sides and with other interested nations 
to prevent a widening of the war. 

This sensitive undertaking has entailed 
great risk for thoae involved. There is no 
question but that we could never have 
begun ^or^cwtinuec^diis dialog P ue^to* 1 ^ 

publicity of the past week, the entire initia¬ 
tive is very much at risk today. 

There is ample precedent in our history 
for this kind of secret diplomacy. In 1971 
then-Prerident Nison sent his national se¬ 
curity adviser on a secret mission to China. 
In that case, as today, there was a basic 
requirement for discretion and for a sensi- 
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_ tjyity.. to. the._siluaticn.in the nation we were 

attempting to engage. 

Since the welcome return of former hos¬ 
tage David Jacobsen, there hjs been 
unprecedented speculation and countless 
reports that have not only been wrong but 
have been potentially dangerous to the hos¬ 
tages and destructive of the opportunity 
before us The efforts of courageous people 
like Terry Waite have been jeopardized. So 
extensive have been the false rumors and 
erroneous reports that the risks of remain¬ 
ing silent now exceed the risks of speaking 
out. And that's why I decided to address 
you tonight. 

It's been widely reported, for example, 
that the Congress, as well as top executive 
branch officials, were circumvented. Al¬ 
though the efforts we undertook were 
highly sensitive and involvement of govern¬ 
ment officials was limited to those with a 
strict need to know, all appropriate Cabinet 
officers were fully consulted. The actions 1 
authorized were, and continue to be, in full 
compliance with Federal law. And the rele¬ 
vant committees of Congress are being, and 
will be, fully informed. 

Another charge is that we have tilted 
toward Iran in the Culf war. This, too, is 
unfounded. We have consistently con¬ 
demned the violence on both sides. We 
have consistently sought a negotiated settle¬ 
ment that preserves the territorial integrity 
of both nations. The overtures we've made 
to the Government of Iran have not been a 
shift to supporting one side over the other, 
rather, it has been a diplomatic Initiative to 
gain some degree of access and influence 
within Iran—as well as Iran—and to bring 
about an honorable end to that bloody con¬ 
flict. It is in the interests of all parties in the 
Culf region to end that war as soon as 
possible. 

To summarize: Our government has a 
firm policy not to capitulate to terrorist de¬ 
mands. That no concessions policy remains 
in force, in spite of the wildly speculative - 
and false stories about arms for hostages 
and alleged ransom payments. We did 
not—repeat—did not trade weapons or any¬ 
thing else for hostages nor will we. Those 
who think that we have gone soft on terror¬ 
ism should take up the question with Colo¬ 
nel Qadhafi. 


We have not. nor will we capitulate, to. 
terrorists We will, however, get on with 
advancing the vital interests of our great 
nation—in spite of terrorists and radicals 
who seek to sabotage our efforts and immo¬ 
bilize the United States. Our goals have 
been, and remain, to restore a relationship 
with Iran, to bnng an honorable end to the 
war in the Gulf; to bnng a halt to state- 
supported terror in the Middle East; and 
finally, to effect the safe return of ail hos¬ 
tages from Lebanon. 

As President, I've always operated on the 
belief that, given the facts, the American 
people will make the right decision. I be¬ 
lieve that to be true now. I cannot guaran¬ 
tee the outcome. But as in the past, 1 ask 
for your support because I believe you 
share the hope for peace in the Middle 
East, for freedom for all hostages, and for a 
world free of terrorism. Certainly there are 
risks in this pursuit, but there are greater 
risks if we do not persevere 

It will take patience and understanding; it 
will take continued resistance to those who 
commit terrorist acts; and it will take coop¬ 
eration with all who seek to rid the world of 
this scourge. 

Thank you, and Cod bless you. 

Not* The President spoke at 8.01 p.m. from 
the Oval Office at the White House. The 
address was broadcast live on nationwide 
radio and television. 


National Philanthropy Day, 1986 


Remarks at a White House Briefing for 
Philanthropists. November 14. 1986 


Thank you very much. I have just read a 
clipping this morning from the United Press 
t ha t sho w s how the private sector is spread¬ 
ing and things of this kind in philanthropy; 
that the First Lady of the Soviet Union has 
been named to the board of directors of a 
private, and privately financed, group in 
the Soviet Union. But I appreciate this op¬ 
portunity to be with you today in recogni¬ 
tion of one of America's greatest national 
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From: hSRCM **CPUA 
To: NUV “CPU* 


Dtta and UM 11/13/66 


won ntOH: toiurr ncfarlanx 

fobject: Perspective 
JKP is mi win <hit fM have this. 

*** Forvardlaf acta (tea NSRCH -CPU* 11/15/6* i4:33 *** 
To: NSJMP --CPU* JOHN N. POIKDCXTl* 


mmdnitu 


non non-, noun hcfarlanx 

SUBJECT: Perspective 



N 28740 



Jenny and I are leaving today to go to Chicago to aaa Hollaaa.parfora in a 
play. I will alao ba giving a apeach bafora *.Va Siaon Veiaanthal cantar for 
tha atudy of terrorise ( 1 think tka V.P. ia also apaakine there tonight). 

But bafora leaving 1 wanted to write down a owe pralUlOAtiaa on what we ought 
to expect hare at home and Abroedln the days ahead. . — 

It ia difficult to know whether or if so, whan, public opinion can ba altered 
hare at hone. I think tine probably Is on our aide, conditioned upon whether 
something adverse happens in Iran with the "good guys." lut X don't think we 
need be too pcsslelstic. Remember the other side had tea days to bnlld the 
case in the publfc olnd against us and we have only Just begun to fight back. 
For what it is worth, X received a five-einute standing ovation when I laid 
out the whole story before the Young President's Organisation audience. It baa 
a very broad cross section of successful young, but seall businessmen and is 
about evenly split between Denoa and Republicans. 


And even among Journalists, 1 have found that the eora 1 explain the wore they 
begin to understand that this is not as superficial as they have portrayed it. 

A eajor problem we face is that, quite apart from its substance, it is a 

vehicle for beating the President. So that aotlve will drive Deaocrats on the 

Hill into a frenxy. I think we need to work against that in a rather careful 
way. For axaeple, I think the President's tone coward tha Kill generally ought 
to be to reach out and seek cooperation. Any other approach will be suicidal. 
They control both houses. If ha is serious about trying to accomplish 
something, he will need to try to build a core of Oemos who will support. In 

today's radio speech, I sensed that perhaps Pat believes it is hopeless and 

has urged a strategy of running against the partisan demos ia '61. That is 
irresponsible and I think, also bad politics, for Republicans are not yet a 
majority-we will need demos to win in *66. So point one is that the 
President's publie remarks toward the Kiri ought to conciliatory, not 
confrontational on all Issues, not Just this one. I am inclined to thick that 
he ought to try to get a small group of Senators with integrity down to visit 
on this issue. The V.P.'s advice would be good on this, tut a snail group to 
Include John Stennis, lloyd Bentsen, maybe Peter Rodino and a few Republicans 
of similar credentials (e.g. Goldwater*-after some softening up by ne-*Tower) 
and talk deliberately about the big picture. Now that nay be basically wrong 
John. Your stress on how the President was preoccupied with the 
host ages-"which is astonishing* "eight lead him to put the emphasis on that and 
lead people to the wrong conclusion. You are the bast Judge. 


Apart from the President, 1 think it.is essential that we hive a 
communications game plan which deals with the editorial boards as well as the 
print and electronic Journalists (although ruling out those who are 
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elaarly irretrtvable). And it ought to tY ^ptl-MtM strategy. w, cannot' 
pi«4d tha aensiriv<ty, although it battar praaarvaa if\t poi icy potantial at 
tha enterprise. lacauaa tha simple truth is that unless we make a better 
thaa tha oppoeltlom, tha poliey potantial will ha ovarvhalaad by naw \1 
anyway and wa and up in tha a ana place. And I also believe that if *a hellev* 
what wa saythat <hara raally la a circla of sansibla paopla in Iran that 
thay too oust bo brought to tha everenese*-by a long lattar to thao or bv a 
thorough explanation la a aaating-.that wa ara both of us at a nonant of 
truth. If wa ara to carry this forward it will taka sooa performance from them 
In ways that ©njy thay can Judge but that wa cannot avoid laying out the whola 
thing hit#. 


If that is tha way wa decide to go--and I will abide by whatever you and the 
President decide**then I balaiva I can help by being vary active but not 
necessarily visible (although I don't oppose that) with editorial boards and 
la one-on-one sessions with Goldwater, lentsen, Foley, Hurtha, maybe Nunn 
Lugar ate. But wa cannot, I repeat cannot, hunker down on thiji and tha 
Iranians must be told that. They may very well iuno shir riaht 



A final comment. I lived throught Vacergate John. Well-meaning paopla who were 
in on tha early planning of the communications strategy, dldn T t intend to lie 
but ultimately came around to it. I don't know how Regan will tend. He might 
choose two courses; either to push it off on someone outside tha White House, 
which is fine with me, or he might go ahead with a "sell it oo its merits" 
strategy. If the latter is the course followed, it must not be 
confrontational, but open and candid. 


Tha Judgments made on this and other matters in the next four or five days 
will be crucial. I will be glad'to talk about when I return from Chicago on 
Tuesday if you wish. 

cc: NSAGK --CPUA ALTON G. KIEL 
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(Thomas/Buchanan) 
November 18, 1986 
12 < 30 a.n. 

OPENING STATEMENT 
PRESS CONFERENCE 

Good evening. Before taking questions, I have soma brief 
ramarka. 

Eightaan months ago — as I said last Thursday — this 
Adsiinistration began a sacrat initiativa to tha Middla tast — to 
tha Islamic Rapublic of Iran. Our purpoaas warm fourfold* To 
raplaca a ralationship of total hostility, with southing battar. 
To bring a nagotiatad and to tha Iran-Iraq war that would protact 
Wastarn intarasts in tha Parsian Gulf. To offact tha ralaasa of 
our hostagasi and to bring an and to terrorism and tha taking of 
hostagas. 

Wa knaw this undartaking involvad graat risks — aspacially 
for tha hostagas and for tha Iranian officials with whom wa wara 
in contact. That is why information was rastrictad to Cabinet 
officars and officials with an absolute naad to know. 

This undartaking was s matter of concern and differences 
within Administration councils. Thera was a full and free 
debate. Seweral officials opposed tha transfer of even a modest 
shipment of defensive weapons and spare parts to Iran - others 
fait no progress could be made without this transfer. I waighad 
their views. I considered tha risks if we failed and tha rewards 
if we succeeded. 

UNULASSIFIED 
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As Mr. Lincoln said, of anothar prasidantial dacision; if 
it turns out right, tha criticism will not matter. If it turns 
out wrong, tan angals swaaring I was right will maka no 
diffaranca. 

So, if thara wara mistakas, thay wars mina. If thara is 
raaponaibility for tha dacision, it too, is mine. For having 
listanad to tha dabata and waighad tha options I dacidad tha 
potantial for raducing tha root causas of tarrorism, bringing an 
and to tha slaughtar of thousands of human baings in tha war 
between Iran and Iraq, bringing stability to tha ragioa, and 
finally, sacuring tha ralaasa of hostagas was worth tha risks. 

With raspact to trading arms for hostagas, our policy was 

and ramains — wa will navar pay ransom for tha ralaasa of 

hostagas. I can understand how our initiativa may appaar to 
violata that principla — I can only asaura you that was not tha 
casa. And if anyona doubts our rasolva in acting against thosa 
who taka hostagas or support tarrorism our action in rasponsa to 

tha hijacking of tha Achilla Lauro and against Lybia spaak with 

graatar forca than any words that I could usa tonight. 

Nonetheless, to ramova any doubt X hava diractad my sanior 
foraign policy advisors to notify our allias wa will not provida 
additional arms, in any amount, to any country, including Iran, 
as long as thay support, condona or in any way participate in 
tarrorism or terrorists acts. 


iinuMdintu 
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If thsre w«r« differences on how we achieve our policy goals 
thsrs was and is no diffaranca on what thosa goals ara. We must 
find a way to bring Iran back into tha community of rasponsibla 

nations, to and a war that has takan _ livas and to 

eliminate tha causas of tarrorisa. Wa must not continually ba 
bound to simply finding naw ways to sacura tha ralaasa of 
hostages. 

If wa ara to ba succassful in this and othar foraign policy 
initiatives, it will require tha support of tha Amarican paopla 
and tha Congrass — Damocrats and Republicans. Z cannot put it 
battar than Jia Wright, soon to ba Spaakar of tha Housa, who said 
"Wa naad to rastora tha kind of ataosphara that axistad whan Z 
first caaa to Congrass, whan Saa Rayburn was tha Spaakar and Mr. 
Eisanhowar was tha Prasidant, and wa workad togathar." Wall, Mr. 
Wright, wa can work togathar. Tha Congrass will hava my full 
cooparation in pursuing this and othar foraign policy 
initiativas. Toward that and X hava diractad that all 
information ralating to our initiativa ba providad to tha 
appropriata Maabars of Congrass. 

But wa cannot ba affactiva as a country — ba it in 
eliminating tha causas of terrorisms in our goal to aliainata 
nuclaar weapons — unless wa ara united and speak with one, 
certain and sura voice. Zn tha past wa hava bean able to build a 
consensus on difficult domestic and foraign policy issues. Z 
remain hopeful such a consensus can ba brought togathar on tha 
Middle last and tha Persian Gulf. 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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But. my friends, that letter may have 
been addressed to me. but it wasn't written 
to me alone. It was written also to each of 
you. to ail Americans, and to our allies as 
well. It was written in thanks to aii those 
who've joined in our bipartisan crusade to 
make Amc-nca stronger. And it was written 
in thanks to all of those who have returned 
us to our values and reminded us of what 
they mean in this world. At the National 
Review dinner last December. I closed my 
remarks by saying thanks to Bill Buckley for 
setting loose so much good in the world." 
But tonight. Bill, Ernie, Paul, Don, Jeane, 
and everyone, others far away, thank you, 
too. Thank you. Cod bless you all. 

.Voter The President spoke at 7:32 p m. in 
the International Ballroom of the Washing¬ 
ton Hilton Hotel. 


The President's 
News Conference of 
November 19, 1986 

Iran-US Relatione 

The President. Cood evening. 1 have a 
few words here before I take your ques* 
tions, some brief remarks. 

Eighteen months ago, as I said last Thurs¬ 
day, this administration began a secret initt* 
ative to the Islamic Republic of Iran. Our 
purposes were fourfold: to replace a rela¬ 
tionship of total hostility with something 
better, to bring a negotiated end to the 
I ran-Iraq war, and to bring an end to ter¬ 
rorism and to e ffect the nuaase of our hos¬ 
tages. 

We knew this undertaking involved great 
risks, especially for our people and for the 
Iranian officials with whom we dealt. That's 
why the information was restricted to ap¬ 
propriate Cabinet officers and those officials 
with an absolute need to know. 

This undertaking was a matter of consid¬ 
erable debate within administration circles. 
Our policy objectives were never in dis¬ 
pute. There were differences on how best 
to proceed. The principal issue in conten¬ 
tion was whether we should make isolated 
and limited exceptions to our arms embargo 
as a signal of our serious intent. Several top 


advisers opposed the sale of even a modest 
shipment of defensive weapons and spare 
parts to Iran. Others felt no progress could 
be made without this sale. 1 weighed their 
views. 1 considered the risks of failure and 
the rewards of success, and 1 decided to 
proceed. And the responsibility for the deci¬ 
sion and the operation is mine and mine 
alone. As Mr. Lincoln said of another presi¬ 
dential decision, "If it turns out right, the 
criticism will not matter. If it turns out 
wrong, ten angels swearing I was right will 
make no difference." 

I understand this decision is deeply con¬ 
troversial and that some profoundly dis¬ 
agree with what was done. Even some who 
support our secret initiative believe it was a 
mistake to send any weapons to Iran. I un¬ 
derstand and I respect those views, but I 
deeply believe in the correctness of my de¬ 
cision. 1 was convinced then and I am con¬ 
vinced now that while the risks were great, 
so. too, was the potential reward. Bringing 
Iran back into the community of responsi¬ 
ble nations, ending its participation in polit¬ 
ical terror, bringing an end to that terrible 
war, and bringing our hostages home— 
these are the causes that justify taking risks. 

In foreign policy the presence of risks 
alone cannot be reason enough not to act. 
There were risks when we liberated Grena¬ 
da, when we went into Lebanon, when we 
aided the Philippines, and when we acted 
against Libya. So. we'U continue our efforts. 
However, to eliminate the widespread but 
mistaken perception that we have been ex¬ 
changing arms for hostages, I have directed 
that no further sales of arms of any kind be 
sent to Iran. 1 have further directed that all 
information relating to our initiative be pro¬ 
vided to the appropriate Members of Con¬ 
gress. There may be some questions which 
for reasons of national security or to protect 
the safety of the hostages I will be unable to 
answer publicly- But again, all information 
will be provided to the appropriate Mem- 
ben of Congrea. 

And now IH take your questions. Helen 
[Helen Thomas, United Press Internation¬ 
al? 

Q. Mr. President, in the recent pest there 
was an administration whose byword was 
"Watch what we do, not what we say." 
How would you assess the credibility of 
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your own administration in the light of the 
prolonged deception of Congress and the 
public in terms of your secret dealings with 
Iran, the disinformation, the trading of Zaic- 
harov for Daniloff? And I d like to follow 
up 

The President Well. Helen, let me take 
the last one first. I know some persist in 
saying that we traded Zakharov for Dam- 
Joff. We did not. We said that we would 
have no dealings with the Soviet Union, 
even on going to Iceland, until Daniloff was 
in our hands. 

But to bring it up to date on this, there 
was no deception intended by us. There 
was the knowledge that we were embark¬ 
ing on something that could be of great risk 
to the people we were talking to. great risk 
to our hostages. And. therefore, we had to 
have it limited to only the barest number of 
people that had to know. 1 was not break¬ 
ing any taw in doing that, it is provided for 
me to do that. At the same time, I have the 
nght under the law to defer reporting to 
Congress, to the proper congressional com¬ 
mittees, on an action, and defer it until 
such time as 1 believe it can safely be done 
with no risk to others. 

And that's why I have ordered in this 
coming week the proper committees will 
be briefed on this. And there are still some 
parts of this that we cannot go public with, 
because it will bring to risk and danger 
people that are held and people that we 
have been negotiating with. We were not 
negotiating government to government. We 
were negotiating with certain individuals 
within that country. 

Q. You don't think your credibility has 
been damaged? And are you prepared now 
to disavow the finding which let you make 
end runs around the Iranian arms embargo? 
Are you going to tear it up? 

The Preeident No, as I say, we are going 
to observe that embargo. And it's part of 
the same reason that, as I've said, we were 
doing this in the first place: And that is to 
see, among the other femes involved, if we 
can help bring about peace between those 
two countries, a peace without victory to 
either one or defeat and that will recognise 
the territorial integrity of both. And this is 
something that all of our allies are seeking 
also. 


But l think the people understand that 
sometimes you have to keep a secret m 
order to save human lives and to succeed in 
the mission, just as we went into Crenada 
without prior notice, because then we 
would have put to risk all of those men who 
were going to hit the beach 

Yes, Mike (Mike Putzel, Associated Press] 
Secretary of State Shull e 

Q. Mr. President, has Secretary Shultz 
discussed his resignation with you? Have 
you agreed to accept it, or have you asked 
him to stay on? 

The PreeidenL Mike, he has never sug¬ 
gested to me in our meetings that resigna¬ 
tion. And in fact, he has made it plain that 
he wiU stay as long as I want him, and I 
want him. So. there's never been any dis¬ 
cussion there. He knows thst I want him to 
stay, and he has. in advat.t^, said that he 
wants to. There's been no talk of resigna¬ 
tion. 

Q. If I may follow up, sir: Has he made 
his staying conditioned on your agreeing 
not to send further arms to Iran? 

The PreeidenL No, there have been no 
conditions. As I say, we didn't discuss that 
And as I’ve said now, there is no need to go 
further with this. The mission was served 
that made us waive temporarily that for 
that really minuscule amount of spare parts 
and defensive weapons. 

Chris (Chris Wallace. NBC News]? 

Q. Mr. President, you have stated flatly, 
and you stated flatly again tonight, that you 
did not trade weapons for hostages. And yet 
the record shows that every time an Ameri¬ 
can hostage was released—last September, 
this July, and again just this very month— 
there had been a major shipment of arms 
just before that Are we all to believe that 
was just a coincidence? 

The PreeidenL Chris, the only thing I 
know about major shipments of arms—as 
I’ve said, everything that we sold them 
could be put in one cargo plane, and there 
would be plenty of room left over. Now, if 
there were major shipments—and we know 
this has been going on—there have been 
other countries that have been dealing in 
arms with Iran. There have been also pri¬ 
vate merchants of such things that have 
been doing the same thing. Now, I've seen 
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(he stories about a Danish tramp steamer 
and a Danish sailors union officials talking 
about their ships taking various supplies to 
Iran. I didn't know anything about that 
until I saw the press on it, because we cer¬ 
tainly never had any contact with anything 
of the kind. And so, it s )ust that we did 
something for a particular mission. There 
was a risk entailed. And (ran held no hos¬ 
tages. Iran did not kidnap anyone, to our 
knowledge. And the fact that part of the 
operation was that we knew, however, that 
the kidnapers of our hostages did have 
some kind of relationship m which Iran 
could at tunes influence them—not 
always—but could influence them. And so 
three of our hostages came home. 

Q. But if I may follow up, sir: On that 
first point, your own Chief of Staff. Mr. 
Regan, has said that the U S. condoned Is¬ 
raeli shipments of arms to Iran. And aren't 
you, in effect, sending the very message 
you always said you didn't want to send? 
Aren't you saying to terrorists either you or 
your state sponsor—which in this case was 
Iran—can gain from the holding of hos¬ 
tages? 

The President. No, because I don’t see 
where the kidnapers or the hostage-holders 
gained anything. They didn't get anything. 
They let the hostages go. Now, whatever is 
the pressure that brought that about, I'm 
just grateful to it for the fact that we got 
them. Aj a matter of fact, if there had not 
been so much publicity, we would have had 
two more that we were expecting. 

Sam [Sam Donaldson. ABC News]? 

Q. Mr. President, when you had the arms 
embargo on, you were asking other nations, 
our allies particularly, to observe it—public* 
ly. But at the same time, privately, you con¬ 
cede you were authorising a breaking of 
that embargo by the United States. How 
can you justify this duplicity? 

The President. 1 don't think it was duplic¬ 
ity. And as I say, the so-called violation did 
not in any way alter the military balance 
between the two countries. But what we 
were aiming for, I think, made it worth¬ 
while. And this was a waiver of our own 
embargo; the embargo still stays now and 
for the ftiture. But the causes that I out¬ 
lined here in my opening statement—first 
of all, to try and establish a relationship 
with a country that is of great strategic im¬ 


portance to peace and everything else in 
the Middle East, at the same time, also, to 
strike a blow against terrorism, and to get 
our hostages back, as we did. And this par¬ 
ticular thing was, we felt, necessary in order 
to make the contacts that we made and that 
could lead to better relations with us. And 
there was a fourth item, also, as 1 pointed 
out. 

Q. Sir. if I may, the polls show that a lot 
of American people just simply don't 
believe you. But the one thing that you've 
had going for you. more than anything else 
m your Presidency, your credibility, has 
been severely damaged. Can you repair it? 
What does it mean for the rest of your Pres¬ 
idency? 

The President. Weil, I imagine I'm the 
only one around who wants to repair it, and 
I didn't have anything to do with damaging 

it. 

Bill [Bill Plante, CBS News)? 

Q. Mr. President, you say that the equip¬ 
ment which was shipped didn't alter the 
military balance. Yet several things: We un¬ 
derstand that there were 1,000 TOW anti¬ 
tank missiles shipped by the U S. The U * 
apparently condoned shipments by lm.*l 
and other nations of other quantities of 
arms as an ancillary pert of this deal—not 
directly connected, but had to condone it, 
or the shipments could not have gone for¬ 
ward. sir. So. how can you say that it cannot 
alter the military balance? And how can 
you say, sir, that it didn’t break the-lew, 
when the National Security Act of 1977 
plainly talks about timely notification of 
Congroas and also, sir, stipulates that if the 
national security required secrecy the Presi¬ 
dent is still required to advise the leader¬ 
ship and the chairmen of the intelligence 
committees? 

The PreeidenL BUI. everything you've 
said here is baaed on • supposition that is 
false. We did not condone and do not con¬ 
done the shipment of arms from other 
countries. And whet was the other point 
that you made he r e 

Q. There were the antitank missiles, sir. 

The President. Oh no. about the—that it 
didn't—no, that it didn't violate the—or 
that did violate the law. No, u I’ve said, the 
President, believe it or not. does have the 
power if, in his belief, national security can 
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be served to waive the provisions of that 
law as well as to defer the notification of 
the Congress on this. 

Q Isn't it possible that the Iraqis, sir, 
might think that a thousand antitank mis* 
siles was enough to alter the balance of that 
war? 

The President This is a purely defensive 
weapon. It u a shoulder-carried weapon. 
And we don’t think that in this defensive 
thing—we didn’t add to any offensive 
power on the part of Iran. We know that 
Iraq has already announced that they would 
be willing to settle the conflict, as we’ve 
said, with no winners or losers And the 
other parts happened to be spare parts for 
an antiaircraft Hawk battery And. as I say, 
all of those weapons could be very easily 
carried in one mission. 

Now, I think—Charles (Charles Bier- 
bauer, Cable News Network]. 

Q. Mr President. I don’t think it’s still 
clear just what Israel’s role was in this. The 
questions that have been asked about a con¬ 
doned shipment. We do understand that 
the Israelis sent a shipment in 1985. and 
there were also reports that it was the Is¬ 
raelis that contacted your administration 
and suggested that you make contact with 
Iran. Could you explain what the Israeli 
role was here? 

The President. No. because we, as I say, 
have had nothing to do with other countries 
or their shipment of arms or doing what 
they’re doing. And. no. as a matter of fact, 
the first ideas about the need to restore 
relations between Iran and the United 
States, or the Western World for that 
matter, actually began before our adminis¬ 
tration was here. But from the very first, if 
you look down the road at what could 
happen and perhaps a change of govern¬ 
ment there, that it was absolutely vital for 
the Western World and to the hopes for 
peace in the Middle East and all for us to 
be trying to establish this relationship. And 
we worked—oh, it started about 18 months 
ago. really, as we began to find out some 
individuals that it might be possible for us 
to deal with and who also were looking at 
the probability of a further accident. 

Trudie? 

Q. Can I follow up please, if ! may, on 
that? The contacts that you're suggesting 
are with moderates in the Iranian Govern- 
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menl *nd in the Iranian system. Barry 
Goldwater tonight said in his judgment 
there are no moderates in Iran. I don't 
mean to suggest that there may not be. but 
how did you know that you were reaching 
the moderates? And how do you define a 
moderate in that kind of a government? 

The President Well, again, you're asking 
questions that I cannot get into with regard 
to the answers. But believe me, we had 
information that led us to believe that there 
are factions within Iran, and many of them 
with an eye toward the fact that they think 
sooner rather than later there u going to be 
a change in the government there. And 
there is great dissatisfaction among the 
people in Iran. 

Trudie (Trudie Fieldman, Transfeatures]? 
Arms Reduction Negotiations 

Q. Mr. President, could we turn to U.S.- 
Soviet relations for a moment, please? 

The President I'd be delighted. [Laugh- 
ter] 

Q. Your chief arms negotiator. Max Earn- 
pelman, said that as a result of your meet¬ 
ing with Mr. Corbechev. in Iceland that 
there indeed were substantial results and 
agreements. But the leadership of the 
Soviet Union say that there were no results, 
nothing positive, and the area is widely 
scattered still How do you propose, in the 
remainder of your term, to close the gap for 
an agreement? 

The President Well Trudie. the thing is, 
about that situation, they are not widely 
scattered. All the agreements, or the appar¬ 
ent places where we agreed at Reykjavik, 
are on the table now with our arms negotia¬ 
tors in Geneva. And for the first time there 
was an agreement reached on the desirabil¬ 
ity of eliminating all strategic nuclear mis¬ 
siles in a 5-year period and then dealing 
with the intermediate-range missiles in Ger¬ 
many. And just before the meeting broke 
up was the first time that—it had always 
been our putpoae, and it teas our purpose 
when we went there, to see if this—these 
are the destabilising weapons, these are the 
weapons that people in their mind can pic¬ 
ture someone pushes a button and lot of 
places blow up. And we always thought that 
if we could make a start on those, the desta¬ 
bilizing missiles, and then we could work on 
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to the other nuclear weapons—bombs car¬ 
ried by airplanes and so forth. And we had 
gone there with the express purpose of 
seeing if we could arrive at some kind of a 
settlement on one or the other of these 
other two missile types. And it was just 
before the meeting broke up that for the 
first time they suggested that they were 
talking about all nuclear weapons, not just 
the others. Well, there was no time for us to 
discuss them—this new force that was in 
there. 

But 1 think Mr. Kim pel man was saying 
right—that I just call to your attention that 
never in the history of the Soviet Union has 
a Soviet leader ever publicly proposed 
eliminating weapons they already have. 
And this Soviet leader has. He has talked 
actually of totally eliminating them. And so 
the only thing 1 can say to this is—I know 
they are difficult to deal with—but all I can 
say is they're still at the tablein Geneva, - 
and the proposals are still there. So. I con¬ 
tinue to be optimistic. 

Q. I just want to follow up. Do you think 
you're going to see Mr. Gorbachev again 
during your term, or do you think he is 
thinking that he'll wait for the next Presi¬ 
dent to negotiate an arms control agree¬ 
ment? 

The PmidmL Well. I have to believe 
there is reason for optimism, because he 
himself suggested the Iceland meeting as a 
forerunner to the summit that was sup¬ 
posed to take place in the United States. 
And all I can do is recall that when the 
Soviets, sometime ago. got up and walked 
out of the Geneva arms meetings, because 
we were installing medium-range—the 
Pershings and the cruise missiles in Europe. 
And they walked out and said. That does 
it." Well, they came beck. 

Q. Do you have a date - 

The PmidmL What? 

Q. Do you have a date to meet them 
again? 

The PmidmL No, that's what we’re wait¬ 
ing for—is for there to give us a date. 

Iron-U.S. Re La Hone 

Q. Mr. President, going beck over your 
answers tonight about the arms shipments 
and the numbers of them, are you telling us 
tonight that the only shipments with which 
we were involved were the one or two that 


followed your January 17th finding and 
that, whatever your aides have said on 
background or on the record, there were no 
other shipments with which the U'.S. con¬ 
doned? 

The PmidmL That's right. I’m saying 
nothing, but the missiles that we sold—and 
remember, there are too many people that 
are saying gave.'' They bought them. 

Andrea [Andrea Mitchell, NBC News)? 

Q Mr. President, to follow up on that: 
We've been told by the Chief of Staff, 
Donald Regan, that we condoned—this gov¬ 
ernment condoned—an Israeli shipment in 
September of 1985, shortly before the re¬ 
lease of hostage Benjamin Weir. That was 4 
months before your intelligence finding on 
January 17th that' you say gave you the 
legal authority not to notify Congress. Now, 
can you clear that up—why this govern¬ 
ment was not in violation of its arms embar¬ 
go and of the notification to Congress for 
having condoned American-made weapons 
shipped to Iran in September of 1985? 

The PmidmL Well, no. I've never heard 
Mr. Regan say that, and I ll ask him about 
that. Because we believe in the embargo, 
and as I say, we waived it for a specific 
purpose, in fact, with four goals in mind. 

Yes. 

Q. Can I just follow up on that for a 
second, sir, because what is unclear to. 1 
think, many people in the American public 
is why—if you are saying tonight that there 
will be no further arms shipments to Iran— 
why you won't cancel the January 17th in¬ 
telligence finding so that you can put to 
rest any suggestion that you might again, 
without notification and in complete secre¬ 
cy and perhaps with the objection of some 
of your Cabinet members, continue to ship 
weapons if you think that it is necessary? 

The PmidmL No, I have no intention of 
doing that, but at the same time, we are 
hopeful that we're going to be able to con¬ 
tinue our meetings with these people, these 
individuals. 

Q. But you won’t cancel the intelligence 
finding? 

The PmidmL I don’t know whether it's 
called for or whether I have to wait until 
we've reported to Congress and ail. 1 don't 
know just what the technicality legally is on 
that. 
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Q■ Yes. Mr. President. Why do you 
think—its strategic position not withstand¬ 
ing—the American people would ever sup¬ 
port weapons to the Ayatollah Khomeini? 

The President. We weren't giving them 
to thje Ayatollah Khomeini. It's a strange 
situation As I say. we were dealing with 
individuals, and we believe that those—and 
some of those individuals are in govern¬ 
ment. in positions in government. But it 
was not a meeting officially of the United 
States head of state and the Iranian head of 
state. But these people, we believed, and 
their closeness to the Iran military was such 
that this was necessary to let them know, 
number one. that we were serious and sin¬ 
cere in our effort about good relations and 
also that they were dealing with the head of 
government over here, that this wasn't 
something coming out of some agency or 
bureau, that I was behind it. 

Q. Well. sir. if that's the case, some have 
asked that if Libya occupied a strategical 
position as Iran did, would you then arm 
Qadhafi and bomb Khomeini? 

The President. Believe me. that's about as 
hypothetical a question as anyone could 
imagine The situations are quite different. 

Q Mr President, you said that you were 
not swapping—or you did not think you 
were swapping arms for hostages. But did it 
.ever occur to you. or did it never occur to 
you. that certainly the Iranians would see it 
that way and that they might take it as an 
inducement to take more hostages, especial¬ 
ly in light of the fact that they've released 
three but taken three more? 

The President No, to the best of our 
knowledge. Iran does not own or have au¬ 
thority over the Hizballah. 1 They cannot 
order them to do something. It is apparent 
that they, evidently, have either some per¬ 
suasion—and they don't always succeed— 
but they can sometimes persuade or pres¬ 
sure the Hizballah into doing what they did 
in this instance. And as I say, the Iranian 
Government had no hostages, and they 
bought a shipment from us. And we, in 
turn—I might as well tell you that we. in 
turn, had said when they wanted to kind of 
know our position and whether we were 


1 Radical Shi’its group operating in Leba¬ 
non. 


trustworthy and all of this—we told them 
that we did not want to do business with 
any nation that openly backed terrorism. 
And they gave us information that they did 
not. And they said also that they had some 
evidence that there had been a iessenmg of 
this on the part of the Khomeini and the 
government and that they’d made some 
progress. As a matter of fact, some individ¬ 
uals associated with terrorist acts had been 
put in prison there. And so that was when 
we said, "Well, there’s a very easy way for 
you to verify that if that’s the way you feel, 
and they’re being held hostage in Leba¬ 
non." 

Q. Well, if I can follow up: If your arms 
shipments had no effect on the release of 
the hostages, then how do you explain the 
release of the hostages at the same time 
that the shipments were coming in? 

The President No. I said that at the time 
I said to them that there was something 
they could do to show their sincerity. And if 
they really meant it that they were not in 
favor of backing terrorists, they could begin 
by releasing our hostages. And as a matter 
of fact, I believe and have reason to believe 
that we would have had all five of them by 
this last weekend, had it not been for the 
attendant confusion that arose here in the 
reporting room. 

You don’t have your red mittens on. 

Q. On that point, you said earlier, and 
you said just now again, that, but for the 
publicity, two other hostages would have 
been returned home by now As you know, 
the publicity began in a Syrian-backed. pro- 
Syrian magazine- 

The President Yes. 

Q. - in Lebanon. My question is, there¬ 

fore, are you suggesting that someone who 
was a party to this sabotaged it by deliber¬ 
ately leaking that original report? 

The President To our best information, 
the leak came from a person in government 
in Iran and not one of the people that we 
were dealing with, someone that would be 
more hostile to us. And that individual gave 
the story to the magazine, and the maga¬ 
zine then printed the story there in Beirut. 

Q. Mr. President, there has been an obvi¬ 
ous change in policy towards Iran: from re¬ 
fusing to deal with a terrorist state to even 
sending weapons as a gesture of good will. 
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Would you c-vnsider. m the name of the 
same geopolitical interest that you invoked 
with Iran, changing your policy towards 
Nicaragua? 

The President. No. and I believe that I've 
answered that question, I think, more than 
once here—that no. we still hold to our po¬ 
sition, and Iran officially is stiJ! on our list of 
nations that have been supporting terror¬ 
ism. But I’m talking about the people that 
we were doing business with, and they gave 
us indication and evidence that that policy 
was changing. And so. as I said, to give 
them more prestige and muscle there 
where they were, we made this sale. 

Nicaragua 

Q. Then, Mr. President, would you con¬ 
sider breaking diplomatic relations with 
Nicaragua to increase the pressure on the 
Sandinista government? 

The President No, we have not thought 
of that, and we still believe very much in 
supporting the contras, because we believe 
in the contras cause. The contras have 
made it plain that all they seek is to be able 
to put enough pressure on the Sandinista 
government for that government to negoti¬ 
ate with them and the people of Nicaragua 
for the kind of government that they alto¬ 
gether had promised when they were fight¬ 
ing the revolution against the Somoxa dicta¬ 
torship. And it was the Seadinistas who, as 
Communist groups usually do, simply, when 
the revolution was over, they did every¬ 
thing they c o uld to get rid of their fefiow 
revolutionaries, and they seised power and 
created a totalitarian Communiet State. 

Now. the Sandinista—or the contras have 
never p r oposed overthrowing the govern¬ 
ment. They have repeatedly of f ered and 
said: M We timpty want to be able to negoti¬ 
ate and have a chance to have the govern¬ 
ment installed that we'd promised the Or¬ 
ganization of American States we were 
fighting for.** So, 1 think we continue to 
help them, but we believe that there is a 
value in maintaining relations. It gives us a 
listening post in Nicaragua. 

Iran-U.S. Rstations 

Q. Mr. President, there is a mood in 
Washington tonight of a President who is 
very much beleaguered, very much on the 
defensive. Why don’t you seize the offen¬ 


sive bv giving your Secretary of State a vote 
of confidence declaring that all future 
covert activities will have his support and 
by shaking up the National Security Council 
in such a way as to satisfy the concerns in 
Congress that it has been running a para¬ 
military operation out of the basement of 
the White House in defiance of the State 
Department and the Congress? 

The President. The State Department—or 
i he Secretary of State was involved, the Di¬ 
rector of the CIA was involved, in what we 
were doing and, as I said before, there are 
certain laws in which, for certain actions, 1 
would not have been able to keep them a 
secret as they were. But these people 
you've mentioned have been involved—do 
know what was going on. And 1 don't see 
that the action that you've suggested has 
called for it. But what you've disappointed 
me the most in is suggesting that I sound 
defensive up here. I've just been trying to 
answer all your questions as well as 1 can. 
And I don’t feel that I have anything to 
defend about at all. With the circumstances 
the way they were, the decision ! made I 
still believe was the correct decision, and I 
believe that we achieved some portion of 
our goals. 

Q. Mr. President, do you believe that any 
of the additional hostages will be released? 

The President. I have to believe that 

Q. And during any of these dis c ussions 
with your administration, was there ever 
any hint or wiggamwwi that these weapons 
might be used to topple the Ayatollah? 

The Pres ide n t No, and I don't sae in any 
way how that could be, with the particular 
things that wa were using. 1 don't too 
where the Ayatollah could bo a logical 
target for an antiaircraft missile or oven for 
a TOW missile for that matter. 

Q. Mr. President, you made an exception 
for the arms embargo when you thought it 
wu in the U.S. Interest to do so. Why 
shouldn't other nations ship weapo ns to 
Iran when they think it’s in their interests? 

The President Well, I would Uko to sea 
the indication as to how it could be in their 
interest. I know that there are other nations 
that feet as we do that the Western World 
should be trying to find an avenue to get 
Iran back where it once was — and that is in 
the family of democratic nations and the 
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family of nations that want peace in the 
Middle East and so forth 
Q. How. Mr. President—if 1 may follow 
up—how does shipping weapons to Iran 
help bring them back into the community 
of nations? You’ve acknowledged that you 
were dealing wnth only a small portion of 
the government? 

The President. I was talking of strength¬ 
ening a particular group wfto needed the 
prestige that that could give them, who 
needed that. well, that bargaining power, 
themselves, within their own ranks. 

Jerry (Jeremiah O’Leary. Washington 
Times)? 

Q. Mr President. 1 believe you may have 
been slightly m error in describing a TOW 
as a shoulder-mounted weapon. It’s a 
ground-to-ground weapon. Red-eye is the 
shoulder weapon, but that’s beside the 
point. TOW's are used to destroy tanks. 

The President Yes. I know, Jerry, I know 
it's a tank weapon. 

Q. I don’t think it’s fired from your shoul¬ 
der. 

The President Well, now— {laughter )—if 

1 have been misinformed, then I will yield 
on that. But it was my understanding that 
that is a man-earned weapon, and we have 
a number of other shoulder-bome weapons. 

Q. I did have a question, though. [Laugh- 
ter) 

The President You mean that wasn’t a 
question? ( Laughter J 

Q. No, sir, I thought 1 knew what a TOW 
was. 

! just wanted to ask you what would be 
wrong at this stage of the game, since ev¬ 
erything seems to have gone wrong that 
could possibly go wrong, like the Murphy 
Law, the Reagan Law, the O'Leary Law, 
this week—what would be wrong in saying 
that a mistake was made on a very high-risk 
gamble so that you can get on with the next 

2 years? 

The President Because 1 don’t think a 
mistake was made. It was a high-risk 
gamble, and it was a gamble that, as I've 
said, I believe the circumstances warranted. 
And I don’t see that it has been a fiasco or a 
great failure of any kind. We still have 
those contacts. We still have made some 
ground. We got our hostages back—three of 
them. And so, I think that what we did was 
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right, and we’re going to continue on this 
path. 

Federal Aid to the Homeless 

Q. Mr. President. Mr President, please 
one domestic question, would you please? 
Sir, this is the question- 

The President. Helen, will you yield to 
this? 

Q. Thu is a question that will not wait. 
It’s cold weather out there, and the grow- 
mg number of hungry and cold people who 
are homeless in all of our citiev—and these 
volunteers that you urge to take part in this 
and try to help have now made their sur¬ 
veys across the Nation. They’ve come back 
and said we can’t feed the hungry and take 
care of the homeless by ourselves. We’ve 
got to have Federal help. You have no 
policy in the White House, I believe, to do 
this, and you’re now just leaving thu to 
local government and local groups. They 
can’t take care of it. Won't you please give 
us a federally coordinated program with 
long-time planning? 

The President. I think that in things of 
that kind we are still spending more than 
has ever been spent before trying to help 
the needy. I will be very pleased to look 
into that particular facet and see if there is 
some snafu there, but I don’t think so. But l 
do think that many of these programs are 
being undertaken at a State and at a local 
level and with the aid of Federal financing 
But I’ll look into it. 

Q. They're doing a great job. sir. but they 
simply say themselves—the churches, the 
nonprofits—we can’t do it sufficiently. The 
number is growing so rapidly. They've got 
to have Federal help. 

The President No. weU, as I’m saying. 
I'm going to find out, because I think and 
believe that there is such help. I Just read 
this morning in the paper about a needy 
family in New York that is being put up in 
a hotel, and the cost to welfare just for the 
rent of the hotel room is 137,000 a year. 
And I wonder why somebody doesn't build 
them a house for $37,000? 

Nate; The President's 39th news conference 
began at &01 p m. in the East Room at the 
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White House It was broadcast live on na¬ 
tionwide radio and television 

Before answering the tost series of Ques¬ 
tions, the President addressed Helen Thomas, 
who as the senior member of the White 
House press corps indicates when the news 
conference has ended 


Iran-United Slates Relations 


Statement by the President. 
November 19, 1986 


There may be some misunderstanding of 
one of my answers tonight There was a 
third country involved in our secret project 
with Iran. But taking this into account, all 
of the shipments of the token amounts of 
defensive arms and parts that I have au¬ 
thorized or condoned taken in total could 
be placed aboard a single cargo aircraft. 
This includes all shipments by the United 
States or any third country. Any other ship¬ 
ments by third countries were not author¬ 
ized by the U.S. Government. 

Note,: The President's statement refers to his 
news conference. 


The National Floral Emblem of the 
United States of America 
The Rose 


Proclamation S574. November 20. 1986 


By the President of the United States 
of America 

A Proclamation 

Americans have always loved the flowers 
with which Cod decorates our land. More 
often than any other flower, we hold the 
rose dear as the symbol of life and love and 
devotion, of beauty and eternity. For the 
love of man and woman, for the love of 
mankind and Cod. for the love of country. 
Americans who would speak the language 
of the heart do so with a rose. 

We see proofs of this everywhere. The 
study of fossils reveals that the rose has ex¬ 
isted in America for age upon age. We have 
always cultivated roses in our gardens. Our 


first President. George Washington, bred 
roses, and a variety he named after his 
mother is still grown today. The White 
House itself boasts a beautiful Rose Carden. 
We grow roses in all our fifty States. We 
find roses throughout our art. music, and 
literature. We decorate our celebrations 
and parades with roses. Most of all. we 
present roses to those we love, and we 
lavish them on our altars, our civil shnnes. 
and the final resting places of our honored 
dead. 

The American people have long held a 
special place in their hearts for roses. Let us 
continue to cherish them, to honor the love 
and devotion they represent, and to bestow 
them on all we we love just as Cod has 
bestowed them on us. 

The Congress, by Senate Joint Resolution 
! 59, has designated the rose u the National 
Floral Emblem of tf<e United States and au¬ 
thorized and requested the President to 
issue a proclamation declaring this fact. 

Now, Therefore, 1, Ronald Reagan, Presi¬ 
dent of the United States of America, do 
hereby proclaim the rose as the National 
Floral Emblem of the United States of 
America. 

In Witness Whereof, 1 have hereunto set 
my hand this twentieth day of November, 
in the year of our Lord nineteen hundred 
and eighty-six, and of the Independence of 
the United States of America the two hun¬ 
dred and eleventh. 

Ronald Reagan 

[Filed with the Office of the Federal Regis¬ 
ter, 11.-02 a.m., November 21. 1986] 


President’s Commission on Executive 
Exchange 


Executive Order 12574. November 20. 1986 


Establishing an Experimental Pro¬ 
gram Within the Presidents Commis¬ 
sion on Executive Exchance 

By the authority vested in me as Presi¬ 
dent by the Constitution and statutes of the 
United States of America, including the Ex- 
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Nova: 


CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS: U.S.-Iran Dialogue 


1985 


Tab 14: 
Jun 14i 


Jun : 

Aug 22: 

Aug 30: 

Sap 01: 

Sap 14: 

Oct 04: ‘ 

Nov 1 ?-18 : 

Nov 24: 

Dac 06-08: 
Oac 20: 

Oac 22: 

Oac 23: 

TOP SECRET 
5«clasally: 


Michael Ledeen suggested to the NSC that Israeli 
contacts may ba useful ir. obtaining ralaaia cf t.-.e 
U.S. hostages in Lebanon. Ghorbanifar was 
introducad to Ladaan and tha NSC at an Iranian 
intamadiary. 

Jeremy Levin escaped. 

TWA-847 hijacking. Iranian government officials, 
contacted by Israelis and Ghorbanifar, help m 
obtaining the release of four Americans held 
separately from tha rest of tha hijacked passen¬ 
gers. Last known instance of Iranian influenced 
group perpetrating terrorism against U.S. nationals. 

Draft NSOD on Iran circulated to principals. 

David Kimche mat with Bud McFarlana in Washington. 


508 TOW missiles delivered to Iran from Israel. 



Reverend Benjamin weir released. 


Islamic Jihad claimed it murdered U.S. hostage 
William Buckley m retaliation for Israeli raids 
in Tunis. 


Separate meetings in Lcr.t 
Waite. 


ivered 18 HAWX 


Jem. with. Ghorbanifar ar.d 


, „ ✓"* 
missiles to Iram^B 


Meeting in London with McFarlana and Ghorbanifar. 
Hostage Location Task Force (HLTF) formed at CIA. 
Ghorbanifar to U.S. for talks with U.S. officials 
Nir became primary Israeli POC. 
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1986 


Jan 

17: 

Presidential Finding on Iran. 

Feb 

05-0“: 

Meetings m Geneva with Nir and Ghorbanifar (CIA 
and NSC). 

Feb 

14: 

U.S. delivers 1,000 TCWs to Israel. 

Feb 

19-21: 

x- 

London and Franicfurt IGhorbamfa:( s «*i 

Feb 

20-21: 

1,000 TOWs delivered to Tehran from Israel. 

Late 

Feb: 

13 HAWK missiles returned to Israel. 


Apr 17: 
Apr 22: 

May 09: 

May 15: 

May 22-29: 


U.S. hostage Peter Kilburn murdered in retaliation 
for U.S. raid on Libya. 

Ghorbanifir arrested in Switzerland for indebtness 
apparently related to the FBI sting of arms sales 
to Iran by private citizens from the U.S., 

Germany, and Israel. 

Planning meeting at CIA (DDO and NSC personnel). 

Terns of Reference (TOR) approved for establishing 
a strategic dialogue with Iran. U.S. ob]ectives: 


Establish a correct relationship with Iran. 
End Iran-Iraq war. 

Return U.S. hostages. 


Meetings 
Tel Aviv 


in Londc^flH^it^) Cyprus^7aMBi ,' and 
(Nir and Rabin) . - 


May 23: 

May 24: 

May 25-27: 


U.S. delivers 503 TOWs to Israel (replacements). 

McFarlane party to Tehran. Some of the 240 HAWK 
missile parts accompany the party. 


jun 10: Rafsanjani news conference containing possible 

"signal" that Iran wanted improved relations with 
the U.S. 

Jun 30-Jul 02: Ghorbanifar in U.S. for discussions with CIA and 
NSC. 


mmm 
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November 21, 1986 


N 


M««tinq With Senior Presidential Advisors 

6Xtf *-^"^oveaEer”7Trmr" 

LOCATION: Situation Room 

TIME: 2:00 p.m. - 3:00 p.m. 


4 56/0 


FROM: 


JOHN M. POINDEXTER 


To review the situation in Iran and discuss how best to 
reinvigorate our policy in the Middle East and Persian Gulf. 

II. BACKGROUND 


The disclosure of the Iran initiative has exacerbated the 
leadership struggle in Tehran and damaged our influence in the 
Middle East and Persian Gulf. To assess the consequences of this 
situation, and what we can do to restore our position, our 
discussion will open with a detailed briefing on the internal 
situation in Iran. George Cave, CIA's premier expert on Iran 
(who acompanied Bud to Tehran and participated in other meetings 
with the Iranians), will provide the group with an intelligence 
briefing based on our most recent contacts. Cave will depart at 
the conclusion of his presentation. 



In the follov-up discussion, it is essential that we reach a 
consensus on how to proceed in our efforts with Iran. Of even 
greater significance is the need to marshal bureaucratic 
resources — notably the State Department -- to explain the 
rationale for our initiative and to dispatch a special emissary 
to key posts. The mission of the emissary (perhaps the Vice 
President with Under Secretary Arwacost) would be to explain not 
only the strategic rationale for our action, but also to place 
the initiative in the context of our broader regional objectives. 
For instance, he must also address th<» peace process, U.S. 
relations with Syria, and the Soviet role in the Middle East, in 
addition to Iran. He should probably visit Jordan, Iraq, Saudi 
Arabia, Egypt, Pakistan and several European countries. The 
assignment of such a mission to State, to include participation 
tfrom NSC, Defense and CIA, might provide the catalyst necessary 
to generate much-needed bureaucratic activism. It would also 
send a signal of governmental unity, overcoming a perception in 
the region that internal divisions have paralyzed our ability to 
act. 
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III. PARTICIPANTS 

Tha Vica Ptaaidant 

Sacratary of Stata Shultz 

Sacratary of Oafansa Wainbarger 

Attornay Ganaral Mcasa 

Diractor Caaay 

Donald T. Ragan 

John M. Poindaxtar 

Alton G. Xaal 

Gaorga Cava 

IV. PRESS PLAN 
Nona. 

V. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

- Gaorga Cava briafing on tha aituation in Iran. 

- Diacusaion. 


Praparad 
Howard R, 
Olivar L 


mmmL 


N 45671 


byi 

Taichar 

North 
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NSC Matter — >l*a of Action 
Donald T. Regan 


1. Widen scope of investigation by Attorney General into NSC. 
Promise report to Congress as soon as it convenes in 
January. Urge Attorney General to use FPXAJI expertise. 

2. Call Senate and House leaders to meeting in White House at 
lltOOa.m. Include chairmen and ranking members of 
Intelligence committee. Syrd, Dole, Wright and Michel. 

Tell them all the facts we know. 

3. Accept resignation of Admiral Poindexter because of failure 
to inform President of possible misfeasance by members of 
his staff, and failure to investigate. 

4. Order reasslgment of Marine Corps It. Col Oliver North, and 
relieve him of all duties pending further Investigation. 

5. Invite Secretaries of State, Defense, Treasury, and Director of 
the CIA to meeting with Congressional leaders. Have them 
informed by Chief of Staff as to reason for meeting. 

4. Chief of Staff to prepare Presidential statement using his 
own White Bouse staff plus representatives from Attorney 
General's office. Walllson, Thomas, Buchanan, Speakes. 

7 President to go to Press room around noon to deliver 
statement. In it he should state he ordered Attorney 
General to look into arms shipment and who knew what. 

Discuss findings. Hew much detail to be decided by counsel, 
enough to get our full story, how to protect Innocent, or 
not harm future LUii il l. of foreign relatione should be 
decided quickly. Statement should express his shagrin, and 
shook at revelations. Should premise full investigatlorn as 
in fl. Tell of his acceptance of John Poindexter's 
resignation and reassignment of North. 

5. Who should background for press? 

Attorney General, or his representative to be decided. 

Admit details still furry, further work is needed. 

Congress, and public to be fully informed when investigation 
completed. 

'VJafr u2f\ 

■nikwMM > UL222& 
by B. Mol M CocrfU 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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9 . Tough as it seams. blame wust ba put at NSC's door — rogue 
oparation, going on without President's knowledge or 
sanction. Whan suspicions arosa ha took charge, ordarad 
investigation, had masting o£ top advisors to gat at facts, 
and find out who knaw what. Try to maka tha bast of a 
sansational story. Anticipate charges of "out of control", 
"President doesn't know what's going on," "Who's in charge - , 
"State Department is right in its suspicions of NSC", 

"secret dealing with nefarious characters", "Should break 
off any contacts with* a) Iranians, b). Contras 

10. _ Try to gat answers to such charges in advance. President 
~ should not answer in Press room, but others in 

Administration are going to be asked. President must ask 
George Shults to mussle State Department, ditto for Cap 
Weinberger, and Bill Casey, and Chief of Staff, or else 
there will be all kinds of stories and malicious gossip that 
can only hurt Admiral Poindexter. Remind all that Attorney 
General is investigating, and its best not to surmise what 
might happen, or be discovered. 

11. Appoint a special review board to examine NSC policy 
implementation and procedures. 

The board should consit of three members, one with 
Congressional connections, and one a democrat. 

12. Put A1 Keel in charge of NSC on a temporary basis. Ask him 
to try to carry on business as usual. Use Chief of Staff's 
guidance, if needed. 

13. Find replacement for John Poindexter as soon as possible. 
Warn President that George Shultx may "suggest" he take 
over both agencies on a temporary basis. He will put in his 
person and then return operation to White House. It will 
then be an outpost of State Department. 

Best course, to be recommmended to President, "Find an 
outstanding person in Foreign Affairs/Foreign 
Policy/Intelligence Community and put him/her in charge 
immediately. Have person somewhat acquainted with job when 
Attorney General's findings are complete. Have person 
recruit new staff, and tighten all proceedures. 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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Qualification* for NSC headi 

a. Knowledge of foreign affairs, and experience in 
government in this araa 

b. Som knowledge of intelligence gathering 

c. Vast knowledge of intalliganca intsrprstation 

d. Maturs judgement 

o. Calm exterior particularly in crisis 

f. Ability to analyse, verbalise. 

9 . Desire to remain "out of sight", advise to President 
only, low profile in media 

h. Som knowledge of Congress, and ability to get along "on 
the Hill" 

i. Ability to recruit, and manage a staff of, hopefully, 
brilliant younger people. 

j. Diplomatic skills to be able to handle disparate views 
of Cabinet level officers and their deputies. 

k. Willingness to work extraordinary hours. 

l. Must agree to serve at least through January 19S9, or 
at the pleasure of the President. 

si. Non-military. 


Possible Candidatesi 



UHClASSIflED 
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UfltlLHOOII ILU 2133 

U 3533 

NSC Matter — Pl»n ot Action 
Donald T. Regan 


Widen scope of investigation by Attorney General into NSC. 
Promise report to Congreaa as soon aa it convene* in 
January. Urge Attorney General to us* PFXAB expertise. 

Call Senate and House leaders to meeting in Whit* House at 
11:00a.m. Include chairmen and ranking members of 
Intelligence committee. Byrd, Dole, Wright and Michel. 
Tell them all the facts we know. 


Accept resignation of Admiral Poindexter because of failure 
to inform President of possible misfeasance by members of 
his staff, and failure to investigate. 

Order reassigment of Marine Corps Lt. Col Oliver North, and 
relieve him of all duties pending further investigation. 

Invite Secretaries of State, Defense, Treasury, and Director of 
the CIA to meeting with Congressional leaders. Have them- 
informed by Chief of Staff as to reason for meeting. 

Chief of Staff to prepare Presidential statement using his 
own White House staff plus representatives from Attorney 
General's office. Wallison, Thomas, Buchanan, Speakea. 


President to go to Press room around noon to deliver 
statement. In it he should state he .ordered Attorney 
General to look into rrm# shipment and who liit . 

Discuss findings. How much detail to be decided by counsel. 
Enough to get our full stPiy^o* to prqtec* i™** 0 *; or 
not harm future conducts foreign relations should be 
decided ouickly. Statement should express-his T^agrin, and 
shock at revelations. Shogld promise.full investigation as 
in #1. Tell of his aeceptancsrof John Poindexter..s 
resignation and reassignment North.,.,,, ir .- >c 

Who should background for press? . . . . . 

Attorney General, or his representative to be decided. 

Admit details still fussy, further work is needed. 

Congress, and public to be fully informed when investigation 

completed. ChlSfReTT 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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UNIiLA^Ihtli 


9. T oug h as it mwr blmn mus t b e p al a t N SC ' s fl6dl ' -- fabhi 
o yitllu ffr gulng un wl shs u t vEjm^liiy * t tw aw t i d yr m - 
s ancti o n , When suspicions iroiiw Took charge, ordered 
investigation, had masting of top advisors to gat at facts, 
and find out who knew what. Try to make the bast of a 
sensational story. Anticipate charges of "out of control", 
"President doesn't know what's going on," "Who's in charge", 
"State Department is right in its suspicions of NSC", 

"secret dealing with nefarious characters", "Should break 
off any contacts withi a) Iranians, b) Contras 

10. Try to get answers to such charges in advance. President 
should not answer in Press room, but others in 
Administration are going to be asked. President must ask 
George Shultz to muzzle State Department, ditto for Cap 
Weinberger, and Bill Casey, and Chief of Staff, or else 
there will be all kinds of stories and malicious gossip that 
can only hurt Admiral Poindexter. Remind all that Attorney 
General is investigating, and its best not to surmise what 
might happen, or be discovered. 

11. Appoint a special review board to examine NSC policy 
implementation and procedures. 

The board should consit of three members, one with 
Congressional connections, and one a democrat. 

12. Put A1 Keel in charge of NSC on a temporary basis. Ask him 
to try to carry on business as usual. Use Chief of Staff's 
guidance, if needed. 

13. Find replacement for John Poindexter as soon as possible. 
Warn President that George Shultz may "suggest" he take 
over both agencies on a temporary basis. He will put in his 
person and then return operation to White House. It will 
then be an outpost of State Department. 

Best course, to be recommmended to President, "Find an 
outstanding person in Foreign Affairs/Foreign 
Policy/Intelligence Community and put him/her in charge 
immediately. Have person somewhat acquainted with job when 
Attorney General's findings are complete. Have person 
recruit new staff, and tighten all proceedures. 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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3 - 5 3 3 5 

Qualifications for NSC heads 

a. Knowledge of foreign affairs, and experience in 
government in this area 

b. Sow knowledge of intelli 9 ence gathering 

c. Vast knowledge of intelli 9 ence interpretation 

d. Mature judgement 

e. Calm exterior particularly in crisis 

f. Ability to analyse, verbalise. 

9 . Desire to remain "out of sight”, advise to President 
only, low profile in media 

h. Some knowledge of Congress, and ability to get along ”on 
the Hill” 

i. Ability to recruit, and manage a staff of, hopefully, 
brilliant younger people. 

j. Diplomatic skills to be able to handle disparate views 
of Cabinet level officers and their deputies. 

k. Willingness to work extraordinary hours. 

l. Must agree to serve at least through January 19S9, or 
at the pleasure of the President. 

m. Non-military. 


Possible Candidates! 


* 


.y 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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Exhibit DTR-54 


.... r:,« u^:.iny.on Muvc»b<rr 3o, L*»C4 

N<ivn«fc«r ,?<i , l°*4 . U44n'Md4y, fln»l CdUmn 
'.LC*ION riUST jCCTTOH. PACC A8 

irf'CrM 7T09 word, 

MC.lDi.INi; rranturtiu t#f Auornvy Canaral Mo***'* Now* Conf»i-*ntt 
OCOY 

■jh'j don't I tall you what i* the situation and (hen I'll taka your quoa.ior. 

On Pridny aftarnnon — or Prid*y at noon, the president titan aa to look 
Add briny k oy«ihgr tha <actt concerning tha -- particularly th* 1 ■p1*■•ntH> tor. 
or tha strategic tntttaMv' tn Iran and aora precisely, anythxs.j partalalny .^ 
tr.a trail*far ut era* Ovar tha u«ikand (hit inquiry wa* cundu-ttad Y**t<frday 
avaning t rapnrr.nd to *ha pr«il4*ht U* '-•oniiniiad our inquiry and thia aorn.ny 
tha pro* i dan«. directed .hat wa aaha thi* information laatdtitaly available >c 
tha Canyr*** and to th* public through thi, sodlua thia noon 

Lot aa that all of tha inforaation la not yet in. Ut ara Skill to.t k i u . 

our inquiry On*. ha did want a- to **h* availabla taaadiataly wh* 4 u. t 
tf.w praaari t tiaa 


io «4 Tha Washington Peat, «ovaaber S6. 


involv»J ia that in tha court* of ihe are. irintfari, which mvet 
ad Stataa prpy^dina. V>o. *]?•*..%« Xn * ra " , '° prv 
i — in affoot, MtUa« «*0 afM ta ripffw»tatl»*« •# Iran/ Certain 

- no^roaontatlvaa of lor 


IJha 

tho Unit 

tha araa 

«orlr« which wara rocelvod tn tha tranaaetlon 

and rnprnnnntotivoo •« IfM^ora lahon and aada availabla to tha forcas in 
Central Aeorioqfl whlah art* MM• 1 n Q ' ha iandiniata aovarnaant thara 

Tn aiianM^M *Wwhich tho tran*actiona oecurrad wa* that a car t.n i 
aar int of M ropro*ontativoa owtaldo of tho Unliad ?(* *• 

with Iron d«^^^E»Thie akunt of aonoy wa* than transferred t# rapr^.an.i 
at b*tt m m» ba described aa r^raaontailvoa of laraoi They, 

turn tranedOdHR* tboCIh, which waa tho agent for tho Unitod Sta.** 
gavarnaont undor aVtnding prepared by tho proaldont — aignod by tho pro, 1- 
in January of !»■*. And. incidentally. all of tran.actions that . -* 

rafarrtno to tooh plaeo between January of and tho present ti*n i 

(hv I'm 

j coat* of 
repaid by %h» CtA 


...'to tonh plaeo botwoon January 

transferred to tho CIA tho oiact aoount of tho aonoy that waa 
State* govornaont for tho weapon* that war* involved plu* any < 

transportation that aight bo involvod. Thi. aonay waa than rap . 

th* Oapartaant of Oofon.o under the norial proeaduroa and all « 0, ;' , ™ a ' ,n i 
and all govornoontal proparty wai accounted for and itatiiin 

t f ted by ui up tn the praaont tt*o [5 IXHIBIT 


avfcjy 
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The tonrj — rflfAronc^ between th* sonsy ow«4 to th« untied 

gotirnaui. n nd the aontg reciivtd fro* r«prtuntiU«ti of Iron woo thou 

gopgetied tn ktni MfmMt <At#i w or n <M4or um control of representatives 
iho foriH in Control Aeerlca. ' 

How ouch ooney, eirT How tueh involved^ 


t n t .ind ♦ “JO «tlUor> 

•iu» w*.: . * utu your *t>%nuun? 

fi .*-u of a thorough review o f o nuabsr of into, cspte. and j... . 

• „».ie tht hilt* of a pokktJiUtg tha. there *u»v suniw* ...... 

ivAllthlr fnr iqit «lhai> pm-paii r««« to our maftttdn, and tr>or- u-. h .. . 

.hat with »ht individuals i<..olv«d 

Uhy wasn't th<t president - why wasn't the president .oldT 

T:.« pittiilwnt -ah .old as soon as ww fwund put about it 


«.•» i«u|4 Thr Wash! ngton Post. Novssbsr 36, 1986 

An J t.w know nothing about l .? 

Tho pr-» i xd«*n i. know nothing about it until I reported it to hit 1 
ywotsrday wui nxng what wo still had sooo noro work, tu do, and than i ga«e •■*.» 
.he detail .htt wo had yesterday af.ornoon 

Is .Sx* wha. you woro looking for whon you began? Or iu .his oust wui-.i....,, 
.hat r tn«1 up in tha eourso of your wMktnd invest igat xon? 

This turnod up in iho eourso of sho investigation. Tho firs, thing .ha. 

trtgjnpwd. if you wilt, an inquiry, was the *aet that as pooplo prepare.- -- 

too.loony -- because thie had boon duno in a raihor coeporieen.allied w*y 
people prsptrsd tholr iootioony for iho Hill on Friday, thoro woro ss".-. : 
things where foots — thdf* AAPearod to bo owro facts out thoro than — 

aTr-ody put tsgothof*. And i% won a natter, thon, of tho president rs*i...j 

.a talk with ossrsino.std -had any participation a. all, bacauso ono agwi —y wa 
doing ansi 44ilpkMMf egsniTi woo doing onothor thing •- thors was very l.. 
MMAAPl #- K to dolor oino precisely whai all of tho facts woro bo-.-u .* h-w 
r a r»r.d to bo J»o that ho hod all Of <ho in'oroation about anything 
hat* occurrod IM tho eourso of this whole situation. That was — i. was ^* 

the rq,),-.. of that inquiry that this inforootlan was found and then -a* To- 

-u t .a .hw wuin. 1 usions tha t Z ■•n.ieusd. 


< c ) <«q* Tho Washington Post, Movoeber t*. 


Couoral 
you :’.«r uj 
Who .t .he • 
of pct 1 * *• 1 y 


Hooso, can you toll uo who is running notional ly pc, 
> fo- th« Assrietn psopls, is lecretary CCsargo P l Ihulix * 
,ww ,,a .1 -i.al secun.y kdvit.r? And what are you rqcooav.uJt.ig 
r tr""turi ng thr Whits Mouse staff? 


p..* ‘./Msi’’ >»r 


questions in order, at thw proson. tiao, upon 
AKtuxM'i loavinn h« e edit A>. eAlton *5 1 Koel 










435 


«M«IM jr« 

• gon Ah pei>*>t.l* 


Mi net yet 


selected 


a r»B'. 4 et»«M 


"■■•lanel secariCf 
»“« fa -ill <a aa a. 


Secretary Shult* la renaming tn 
nut btafl a aauar of conjecture, or 
of yaur question? 


Ma peal tion at secretary o * atate That ha 
diacvaalon. or inquiry And trie third part 


Q:., w!>.t. .'iinn >iUliiann will wi taka' Uc Mill taka whatever rata.. 

f >■>:* fur .hnr pni'Biij' nija ••at* out of it. B«t asra pfi i'iUf 17 . th-i pr r, t ... 
will bu ippmn.iuj a stall cuaamiun nhith will L^oa into the p<u-.vJu<s« 
ral? nf * tw NSC fNaMonal Security Counetll will tin r -p .if 

n.c jcauiJaiipns .0 Ma aa far at »hc pracati far tr.e fuiurt 


>c* Tha Washington Peat. Ntvaabar *4, 1S84 

Ue'vv laan told H.41 the preaident waa operating, free .he beginning of ini, 
operation 1, .1 >nn.» or July id \«»#V an legal opinion* -* not written, but oral 

frt.m you Njw, use can ask, then, are you, at this point. Berry that you gave 
the ajvice that. ».**e NSC thtuM do thta operation, overlooking the objection: 
S.dta And 0;f»nt«l * 

The only legal opinion that wee Involved had to do with the routine 
tencurrtncv ui if. she finding of January lt» 4 . That's the only legal aptuiwr., .. 
legal 9 rtv i .;e that was aaked Tor, or that wai given 

Cene. al Mease, who in me NSC was aware that this aitra ••uu.n u f *t«. j - 
being transferred to the so-called contrao or under their control 7 Oil ' 
Poindtuer specifically know? Who else knew, and did the CIA know? Uas 
Olrcctcr ruillla* J 1 Casey aware of this? 

The only persona in the United States government thai knew precisely .. 

thii , the only person, was Lt Col. COltvor L 3 North Ada Pe:nde/i.«sr d 1 1 '• 
thst aose thing of this nature was eccurring. but he did not louk into »» 
further. 

And what. 1# X could. fallow up. Pir. what about CIA Oirec.or Casey? 


• Waahtngten boot. Neveaber 24, 1*34 

CXA A^ rmmm se j QlpL q-, - tar y of State thulti. Secretary of Oefene* twatwar 

U 3 Uelnbergec^Kgbjbl#* the ether eeebera in the NSC — * 4 -ne ef ua knew. 

Uhen you say that Pothdeater knew, do you oean ha approved of i»? 

No. Ada Pot ndester knew generally that aoaethlng of thlo nature «*» 
happening. He did net knew the detalle- 

He did net try to otap lt. though? 

X don', kivw precisely when he learned It. He knew of it soaettag I 

year 

Cut hw Jldn't try to atop it. air? 
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Coiarai Maaoa. 1*1 aa Ilk you lh>i In lha eourfta at your tnytitigiuon, 
did you uui^'j yourtalf that you know aiaetly how aany iMimmi at ara* wan 
frca tha Unltad Sttiai or Ziraol to Iran, and asactly what thay eontainta'* 
fhora** quit# a bit at controvaray ovar that 


( .) lOJJA Tha k'aih.:ngi.Oh NovcaLcr .'6, i"?06 

.\r.» fit-ly Ml'" that wa know of i.hi iMpnvntl at Aran, l?n>-viv» w- ' . 

■.nr, ..wiM'yJ, Ua know ik was vhippad out a* 000 fOapartaant at C«Nm- 1 
*.!.• Win know -- w- only know at thia tlaa what lha IJ ltad Su,»i 

:n U« don't know uf any a ihtr «rii lalai that aay hjvy C»-- ri . 
|)k w* in know than* »hat tha I'nttad ttnai par t tctpa tad \n 


Uwl 1 , Ui. •« ju.l lo 1 low np Hava you astabluhad in your invastlBabiori 
• ih«..hi»r tnjona f n th« 'Jnttad ItttM qovarnAant <java a wink, a nod. an accord u 
any kind of ufipruval for ihipicnu which Itravl or any othar third country •», 


U.:;, all of tha ahlpaanta that. In which tha Unitad ftataa' aguipa^iv was 
Involvad, wara aada by. through taraal -- wara aada by laraal. 

■Jaa that legal 1 * Uaa that lagal? > 

vao 

M,- A l tor-nay Ganaral. do I undaratand. air, .hat what you'ra r«pj. .. . .j u.. 
thin anrntnij and what tha praaldant raparvad on thta aorntng to a dti.-ow . c : 
.It.triiun of fundi* Tha cantral quaation* that nava baan aakad for .ho l.». 
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, wm found 


t* **««'» reveal ih« whale tttutu* 

**• *•: ♦-rth.r and <lKy., lB| with ( « lhv h,!^^ 4 

what lltti all Mint .And that's hew this uti dt«cav*r«< ^ 4p * ni V 

^ UhL.i you talked to Col North ov*r vhe weekend, did he *ds*v that h . dt 


t will _al k •.tone 
' rvolvo * in l"ijs 
•ii-f.i’wpi u.u for aw 


f*< *v anything vhai nyi, , 
•. «<1 uh»i, t think v k 


0r»» r< -n’ Vlewrp, th"n ki^ m n r a i «hrth -- i*t mm p,, „ lv v it . 

-I’a.ijluri uf kOHK-s, 0.0 .hey only yo ihrougn on* m. n -■ Col ,,,.• w«. 

• h r ■» r<? ath»p peopV* ip/; 1 ,o.r 


< •: 1734 T>.e Uiihifiguf. ?*usv, Nuvaibtr 3*. i?a* 

NO triM^M of soney wont through anyona Sank accounts wore established, 
bv*i wo know, by reprosentattv«o of the foret* 4n Central Asenc^ And |h*» 

1 n formation we* provided to ropreientattves o • the Israeli governeent’sad the 


fundo - or ropr%.tont*iivoo of Israel, 1 ohould say — and thon .hose ffcnds .«> 
put into the account* So far at wo know at this stage, no Aaertcan psrton 

actually handled any of the funds that wont te the forces in Central A*»r_ 


Clnaudlblel Tsr.twl deposited sonsy to accour-.n that it had Soon ,»sk-i 
deposit «he eenvy t g Israel deposited aunay .o accounts it hid b«;«n „ .. 

The*o are toes of *r« details that we 're tu’l gntng into, bs^sut-i w 
had a chance to interview everyone. 

Conoral . have you eado any finding regarding the use of the Na.vonal r .-. 
Council tuff as an operational wing of the governeent, and »ha. it would . 
ir. something like this? 


This Is what tha board ar the coaalssion that tha president will ve. up 
wrtt>sably be looking at. Me will probably ba aaktng recoeeendation-t on ,-.. 
reyard „... 


#• 


•V#inr-.w 

If* T he Washi ngton Post. Noveeberab. 1904 


You eado the long aareh with the president froe California, and there a-e 
•any, aany reports that his California friends and supporters do think there 
should ba a real shake-up at tha top. Vasterday, a No. a oan at tho Stave 
Ceparteent really daaaged tha prasldant's position in a way — publlcl, •- by 
opposing it, differing and so forth. Oo you think that Secretary Shultt haw 
behaved in the proper etyle, and should he stay on* And what do you think .he. 
happen? Uhat'P happening to the president? 


U-ll , t think you knew that for the aleast sis years that I've bo-sn t. * - C 
have never consented on any other eosber of tho adointstratiofn I'o n., W J i"v 
change that now T da think -- I will say this I think every soeber o’ - .i"' 

___-__ 4. . - __ .t.nd .hauu.r.wthsuld-'r o.,h .1 



















439 


_e. . «l -- « ■« - - < • ‘ *’*»«' • r * »'*• eien % 

know. OS va imi '"•««. ond where *'• »erg courogeouslg. J tntnT^eade it 

leeediotelg ovniloble to the Aeerteon public ond to the Congress And I intend 
to do thot OtMr people eon speak for theeselvet 

tr rteese, setting aside whet praoldont didn't know until loot night 

«bout th« diversion of fundt, gou hove the opoetoelo of the top ooobore of ihtt 


, jj,,m', ,i . . . i ny unu jnuihvr X t k o Okl ond dogt ovor t>olicj, 4nu if.t 

pr sn \ 1.»n l ' ■» .. ' ' "j h»t bij •l4«-*nn‘1 as « reoult Hovo you Joni no.htng w j 


I.) j?04 Tl<» Uothingian Pott, Noveeber 20, 1986 

aldreon ■h.n'' Mm hern addressed it 7 

I i!,*nk , >h>s would involve consenting on Other eeebers of tho 

il»irittr»t<on, which C won't do I've already oold whot eg position i», ,in « •, 
pot iiiuii l* •. luarly th-t I think ang-ne who to o oeober Of th« prtudkiu't »*• 
or the prw,idnn-.'t C-tbine*. h.*» on obligation either to support the polieg 
j.jr liinnt of the president or t u 9* 1 out 

gprwt fiml’g . .ho«qh, there hove been published reports th»t you hove 
I'ktsmfdt J >-0 vf.e pres * den . or Hr* CNancgS Reagan or to ooeeore thot O er.on. 
reeded ks b*« node tt the uhtte Mouse etoff Xs thot so? 

No 


I i>ove not • tr>e pub 1 lined reports X' ve seen ore those which ssiU th.iu * - 
tn league noeehow with o, quote, "group of Col 1 * or niono" which hod t* do - l t:. 

• e j0 r shake ups m the governoent I hove net h»o sng conversotions -itt. *<*g 
Colt formnns about such o group or soklng such recoeeendotlone 


(c» l»«* The Washington Post, Noveober ti. 1*10 

Move ou hod ong eenverootlone with Drew Lewis about replacing cunvte i 
chief of stoffS Oeneld 


N8 • *"*■*"- 

you have Lewiof 

X have not MltdfOreu Lewis, and he hoe net sailed ee about gotttng th 


Cteuss ee elr You said that between • 10 elllion and • *° JtiV'lV' c' 
funds froo the tronlon ore. sole oog hove been diverted to source. 


I eog, eag hove been transferred- 


That'e right The public reports ond what the 
hot only o IP *O.Hsn ro'.' use ««"'• Tor those 
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The MiMngtaA P*u, Meveeber f 4 , leg* 


The difference is — It t 12 allllon worth — 

ir»* that was transferred free OOO ttorka That's — 


ely — worth of 


Israelis sold thaa »or S 10 to S JO ailliun mur~ 



fundti were Bains provided by .he Uni .ad S.a.es guv«rnitnt 


:«) 1784 Tha Washington Post, liuvsiktr 24, i784 

T r.«t'n oosothlng we're looking at at tha practnt ttae Because .!•; in I-. 

.uj . 1 , 11 . 9 s precisely what was dona and precisely who did It, in tarat- of -r.i. 
p >. ople •••hr urn untied States offlrlili, or United States citizens - tc.„ul'. •, 
w-ti n...ip*».wd, end what their conduct was. That's what we're still looting a. 

In your conversations with Ads Polndaster, how does he a.plain not navi.-; 
iUnod myens .hat thia was going on? As you said, he was aware tf .how« 
hr.ppjntnas and ■« 


Again, X'e net g»>H le ya.anv precise conversstlons with anyone while »hw 
inquiry is etlSl gnMMB' Let ee just say that he did not notify anyone o 
par tlcu^^gfraSj^fr J^ idem , or any of the other aeabers of the Ma.ior,,i 


Ada Polndaster reesgned — or Actually requested reasslgneent to the n.\, 
his own accord before anyone ever relied any question about this. Ho did .hi 
his own volition bscauso he felt — because he felt that it was nis 


responsibility to take that action to avoid any peoolble confusion over .his 
• attar and to allow the president to have a new start in teres of hit na.icna: 


<c» IP«* The Washington Post. November 84. 1^4 
Whan did ha do that, sir? 

Ho dlsoisennd with no. uostordau. and ho actually — and ho 
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What details did *e have tteut those utn»*ctis«, and when dl4 ha hevelUSS^ 

The pr««id*ni — this id on* of the things that we're recollecting new The 
pro*ideni wee l«for»*p generally that there had been an laraelt shipaent «r 
weapons to Iran soaetiae during the late tuner, earls fall of ibBS. and than ha 
later learn*# ®fci#*fcr*i*rg if iaas details about another shipaent that had taken 


place in Nu » <f '51, winch had actually been returned lu Israel in Tebru*. i 

of '06 


C».) 1936 The Uikhl.iy>on Put>, Novvitir 36, J°04 

tr h« .*•» In'*, rejils *"inw. why lid h« l Shi - eon here* to thank h,, : s . 

,r.tr £ ..ljjiiii Ucu-'i rtlkitt? ’j h y did he rail the then Israeli p, nr a, i. 
to thank h\e 'on ’* h*\p in sending that ahipeent of araa? 

Uell, (,.r tl.aik .d h# called -• 7 dun't know, bt^iut* that * •oaathing Z 
hivn no*. u* ih the president s pec i f t**al 1 y, the rail to Shakir Cst:?, 

tu. I wt.ink j.er • was .10 qum.tsn that .he Israelis had been helpful ih tere« c 
ihnlr -onra'-tn at’.* othnn people in regard to Weir | 

« 

•‘•ttr.rncy Central, Ade hainJestei hae .old reporters that th« president 
verbal 1-j luthorirrh that ahipeent in September of 1W5 from tercel to loan /: 
your infoi aa.iun dispute that? 

Our infaraaiion Is that the president knew about tt probably a'tsr h s *.f . 

and agreed with the general concept of continuing our discussion*, ..- 

Xy.-aells concerning these setters That's the i«'or*aiion I have 

Cu. who had the authorisation ability, if not the president? Who '.at 
tu than i s 

Uell, i.obody -- to ey knowledge To ay knowledge, nobbdy au t'.ui i.-..' 

iMt particular shipaent specifically 


1cI 1«M The Washington Post, Novesber <6. 1T86 
The »sraslUJgp»jM|^ir own? 

Oo yeu k elaia that they never did anything witheut 

knowledge. consent of tho United States governaant? 

^ ___j,.. 4 _ ,_ ..... m M >hat oartieular shipaent — ari -hti 

Hy understanding is that in teres it »ne» K 

one of the -- 

Which one* The Septeaber '•»? 

The Soptoober -- August or Sepieobar, it'e eithor August or Septa.bar * 
an that particular occasion, it was done at their — on thoth, # “" *2s known 
Israelis. It waa known to ui, and it's uncartain as to whether it w 
before or after, and — 

Oidn't Cforaer national saeurity advlaor3 Bud Wobg^.C.? Mcrarlane w*t 
’ an Israell official iust at that ilk*? 

1 
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Wail * nmute t-ei ay answer — ang .hat w4 , > 

fact, at Uut, wav condoned by the United States gawrnunr 


(el 1794 Tha Ua.l.ingion Pott, Novatbar 34, 1*94 


v ol , c"r~. .4 ,^ h ., It»ti»«ruan banyan .he t*ra->.li gi| , . f , mi-li . 

anj . i^,. m-.-r .■ involved in the Jivarnon of fund*. Arm y wu aa^lg.ng 

iK * r * "iitairt- *h- ;av>raannt and that they *ra, to r*.. . 

b :.typina bvt.ina ;hc - this osontion to divor v the funds? 

’Jell, <j«e of th» things that's very difficult is to be talking ibo.t. 
iha siddlc of an inquiry which is not yet complete. Ue fan t know «1J .1 ... 

And so, as Par as 'hinge that ir« happening other than involving Uni . -rf - 
ptriona or United Staves govwrnssnt officials that we have talked to, w.- U x>i 
know all the farts That's why T'e being very careful to say that, at t-.ii ... 
know, they w-re i-vprtstnvalivci uf Xsrawl. Whether they were specifically 
authorised by th» governn-nt or not is one of the things T woul .1 assuee we will 

fi.ld OUv 

Whet's ».o pra .an*. sr inrr^roingly rynirsl public free thinking that you won . 
looking fur a ica*.*.-ge«v and you cut up with this whopper, but it doesntt haw 
lot o do w* th the original ron .rov-nrsyT 

Well, the only vhing that I can say is that we have been very careful .a la, 
out the facts for you and for the Asertcan public just aa rapidly ae we'v« 
gotten thee -- such, euch differenv than we would do In a npraal inquiry u 
investigation, when we usually wait until the inquiry is complete But -h- 


Ic > 1084 The Washington Post, Noveeber 94, 1794 

p-esiiint f»li that in the tnsereats of gettinq th# full story out, th.i. r.. 
should sake the atateeent that he did today and that Z should appear tefc-r- y w 
and answer questions — which X think yeu will agree ia doing everything .t 

do vd be sure that thera ia na hint that anything so trying vo be curicswitu 

Mr. Kssn, how high did this ge? Zn other wards, da you believe, end .<• • 
being asked te be1leva, ghat a lieutenant colonel took this initiative auu r .*i 
these fund* transferred. j^ad \hat only Ada Pelndestar knew about it? Mew -t j-. 
did it gaT ‘ t *. 

Well, wh4* mLm twedr^RVC said le an accurate picture of what we know a. 
tiae. And if <iKfesi a 4 ear knowledge -- and we have checked this rather 
•■tenilvaly *^1 419 na* ga any higher than that 

Mr. Maasa. wae" Craairad oajor3 ganaral CJahn K.3 finglaub or Creurcu 
aajsr3 ganaral CHlahard V 3 Itcard or anybody in that natwark providing ail v. 
the contras -- war# they invelved in this? 

Well. I can't tell you because we have na% csaplet’ed eur Inquiry, and 
only naaea that Z hava used ara peoplo with whoa too hava talked and have p>e* 
good inforaatlen aa te who's who. 


i<*! 1734 The Washington Poat, Novaobar 94, 1794 
v„.,< V (* talked about oivinn us 'his infersntien t»i"> the funds ' *• ..i- 
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that is net correct And that *e, you go down ts Congress | _ __ 

meetly whai happened, w*1ch is what the president end what t did tcdey I~ 
think anyone can da responsible id soieone on the lower echelons e# feverneenv 
does soaothlng that we don't deal — or that — objectively viewed as net 
correct Put when that happens and you dind out about it, you investigate it and 
you take the nejldbary action, which is meetly what we did and what the 


Mr n» nrn»'j will yon "ijop-'r-tls with Conqriitt 

T^'. *i<j l don't likv »o • I want ,o y«,t Larry's CUIh «• lluu»« 

'..irry par*U<ton r*o take additional h»»t t'a rn . ' j 

■» wdooaiuchi V v 


(<*» 1 <»«a The Washington <>o»t, Nevesb-r 24. td?4 
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• hat t'd 


- . . A* *• 

to chock 


) ( • rr.a Washington Pot. , November 20, 1736 

vni; n\H \ ». it fnr the tin i- tunJ 

wl J.I ..I ihwuldcr - .r.*» that 11 yuur tali*' Bui sp«ci rically, xM. 

„■%!•- tni.nr’.H of hts Ctbtn-t member* in that *t*sirj y-i .or 1 »y 

; a -. t..,i ru. .ua r.ourt, .h«. ho xtnu to havo happen now? 

Y-I-. t now Lhax T n«v«r rnmmen* an meeting* with the pren*>i-n-. v.d wh- • 


r 9 ,.;.j .jnu na<j -- -.tree that money was owed to the U S. government, iho * JO 
■ ilUjn or I 10 million, are >jow going to — 

.‘•c , i Mil nnt nw«d to the U S qoverneent AH the eoney that Ml owed ,o 
.K. yo.«r men v mi paid to the Untied States gavernaent. 

4 

A'X •jell o"lng to r-q.lire that that additional money thai went to th^eon.ra 
gg -a- k :u *l.w %) ■ Z yo.ermtnt? | 

Uo htvo no nnntrol over that money It wao never United State* fundi, xt -x 
>i«vor .r.o property of united States officials, so we have no con.rol 
wh.t t loev ir 


(c) l?Si The Washington Post. November 24, 1~3A 

rtnoudlblel ran the president legitimately aspect to get anything 
accumplishwd on Capitol Hill unless he oaken seae changes? 

T think the president has already Indicated that he will sake some ch.-.ng-:' 
One of the things he's going to do is to have a commission to review .he 
prer mures and the role gf lb* Motional Security Council staff Already, njm 
rL .ddorur hao, rogoees— return to the Novy, so the president cm *a « ««- 
changes ih tkM|#4wlM spot «o X think the changes are alr.»sdi <• 

way - ****** 

hebort Mcfn^KSjt She foraor national security adviser who was deep! j 
involved i« tfl^SSle project, did he know about thio diversion of funjw t- . 
car -.ras7 

* U J Herarlano know about it. Ho wao told about it In tha oidOlo of y«hr 

-- hprll or Hay of 1*«A — at a time when he was ne longer in the govern** it. 

So ho was aware of thio while it was going on? 

▼hat's sy understanding, yes. 


S-) i?8A The Washington Post. Novosbor 36. t°0> 


V 

Hv 
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And possibly an illegal tet — an illegal diversion a# funds? 

You're cosing to conclusions that we haven't a ads yet. 

Why aid tM edainiotratlon decide not to tend aedlclne and huaamtar 
and lan't It true that i# you had decided to go that route, you weuldn* 

'{• • ‘ 


lar. .tld 
. be i n 




Tha.'s a aat.fr fur foreign polity •ipvr.p.v lut.icv i* i.y . i.u.in-. 

Oo you '»*peci further nr n<*«o orh»r way 'ir *h* r v«e.- , r . j 

.o ki.abli.h ui credibility and to chow that i;i Cabinet n 

T thin* that th~ adetnt-itratton hna »l-«i**y deeone t rated t».s '-r~*\t-i „ t t 
.he full di ..ole sure of .he factu I .Mr. - * .he.w's no ouec.ion .he Cabinc. . . 
functlonlng right now — at uUn*«* th» anattnqa u«'v» had yest«rd*y »nd today 
and J know of no o.her resignations .hat are either con.eaplated or 
requ *9 ted 


n»u t ou a«an .o t-gg-j.. ., air, .ha. .h*> Congress say have authorised what Co 
forth d’d <h '*»f i<i f.ind't f«*n the '•amru and third "ouatriat’ Old you aaan . 
•uygea. •ha." A 

i 

*n* t®flt The Uaahtngton Poet, Noveaber P*, l'*'V. ^ 


l car .airily, Congruss never epeclflcally authorised whet Col .'> 1,1 .f. J;.; 
The qu-sttor that hat to be looked at, ae a legal aatter. t« wheth ;r h 
cura.it.ed -ny violation of law at the tiae he did that. 


Put , were you suggesting that the intelligence coeslttee aay hry* .j i > a . 
go ihv.d to the Cin. for instance, to raise aoney froa thud cawn..ic-V 

No, T did not t did net eeaeent an that aspect of it at all nil 1 -s-itd 
.he only poin. that J'a asking — la that before deteraining who.her .l.tr, . - 
any crtalnal offense, you have te ftnd out what, how the law applies .o ip 1 r 
act* -- and the.‘a going on at the present tiae. 


To fallow up, pin, eetild you explain ho 
security sdvlear, who hsg.y>d ^president' s 
chief of ttaff^Mrd § this? 



> It is that th-a president 
ar, could net. at leas., 


*V‘4CP4r than the fact that it happenad. 


Since ne these two een knew about this, and sine* .ho 

president InsAVFtfMV Hto'tfid net aahe a aistafce in the Iran deal te begin 
why was the invoetigatien begun? Why did he coee to you last week and ivy, 

nto this"? 


<«» The Washington Post, Neveeber >4. 1*0* 

He didn’t. X caae te hie. 

Why? 

•uctute as .he various -- X had been In aeetmgs -- in looking a. .h- • •*'* 

aspects of the testlsony — and there appeared to be things that we '1 •< - 
bs-csv'ee on* pervon had dene this and nne eer^gn _had <«nre .o' - 
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teipiriM, 


if* ver I •eee*i*"j secra-j t- . i*«d ;n im«. 
naturt of the operation, a lot o* p«epl« dad 
going on, that were being dene by other*. 

the* we get ell af the feet* together to ee euro tnet enyana lemMna 
Cengret* wee being absolutely aeeurete, net only ee to whet they knew "but If 
other facte, since they were repressmtng the edelnletretion. The president 
suggested the* the* be dene -- ».**s*. *.he farts ell be pulled together r* M1 


i did not knew certain tningp ■>.. ^ 

*** '• president wee 

be sure thet enyone testifying **,«, 


tn jp -y 


liyhv 


<< 1 jn-l h*W 

' 'f'.rtiVfc -j curin'* sonsy 
'M, wr'i 1 " '•''■j infnpneh. 


infanaiion me p.,, 

~' but in the whole- ■ v^i 
nr weren't they? 


Ucll, r - f. e.. *» .*'.1 V.ul .► h*a -aid thet he p*r tlclpatvd ■ n c.rtw.n 
in.i -it.; g~ ''■■■.ik h*» he hurt apposed the erre-p, i f \.-j 


... l/Ii Thr UnMngion Poet, Naveobcr 2 *, 193w 

:.*srsfe- n f ins '*■*« he wr.s ee* involved, -or was h« Informed about any 

• f-u i *P ‘‘'tf - * <« And ■>«•. r y thl ng the, X have found, inclujing ay 

Jlte’irsien* wr “hull? **in-eif, •■ertfy that that ts essentially correct. 

■J 

Ut.asc aoncy was ».i.ip^rwyruicJ" If it wasn't the Uni tec Skates govevnaani 
fund* - 

I Jon - . k..ow that ir-. jtody'aunty was aisappropr lated. 

Can yon evpt.stn » HtM« sore shout how the pricing o* these wo'pnr*. , 
pljco l a.an, who .. was who tut the price for the Iranians, and how 
atcur-edT Utt «». Norths Wa« It the XaraellT? 


hy under**endiny i* that all of that took piece in negotiations b«H>u< 
.-sop’s vhtch we eight cell “loosely" representing Israel end people r -*pr <• ■ 

Iran And, so -- that this was not dene in the presence of. or with tr.t 
parttcipstlon of any Aaertcan persons, to the best of our knowledge a t 
%i*e That's on* of the things thet we'll be looking into. 


Old Israeli offlclele knew that this eoney then was being transferred .. 
contras -- that thet wee the goal er the target of 1tT 


* ‘ ‘ 


depending on i 
will be looking at. 


Kt 

an Mb lbs 


Washington Pest, Noveebsr 2*. l?3f. 

hag. lecael 1 officials, ee appooed to representative *. 

> posyls were, knew that's one of the things n.jair ...t. 


Who were the Israelis end who were the Iranians? 


Again, X can't eeniton any naaes until we actually have these things nn,.». 

dawn, which ts on« of the things we'll be looking at. 

Was this Col- North's idea? Was It Col North's idea -- if we tin tic u*. » 

rnourt of nonty th«n T-iniann .ire paying, we ran take that **;r* anr-'y 
i.. T o kh« wontratl Did hs cose up w» »h the original idea? Wad it *" 1 *» •* •* 
Ides’ And a se-cnA 'iimiuen, sir -- there have been allegations .'i*. 

President Cush was involved in supplying soney or aiding %he vwpply a. *•••-. 
the "entr.ii no •icni t-ow u^ether or net he was swan* e 1 this ere ,*•. .. ' 
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■’?» . n p».,» t r nu'. origo, In an»w*»r to your qu<ttuan 


(- '• 199* Tho Uaihlngion Poll, Novaibtr 34, 179* 

■'.hi*'-* bink Account* •— to thorn any nvldonco or Indication 
Mr* MV up by th* CIA? 


▼hero'* no All. 

y*^nfrys£jg& u wlih * h * h * ip ° # - h * cia? 

Tho ro*^HL*otft«*t« an whotooovor, to tho boot of our knowlA-fqo 

e ’W £ “.' 


t.-v- *n tho Ct^gmk anything About it 

C'tn 7011 oaploin, olr, why, if it ua« th* pnopl* who art loAvlnq .odAy 
*>«r< kho cmw* who propooad to tho prooldont tho Idoo of aroa lhlp»on k i va 
-- 1 ', pcrhApo, thoy hod othor information fro* tho prooldont on th»t pci 
well. Why dooon't tho prooldont aok far a rooaaainatton of that policy'' f. 
tho four goal* that you oontionod, which thoy propoood — that thoro'o a 
qwcitlon about thoo, a* wall? Porhapo tho prooldont ha* boon alalod ibuu. 
largor policy, a* woll, *lnoo wo know that Socrotary Shull* oppoooo it .ir. 
Soerotary Uotnborgor oppooo* it, but tho oain advic* eaao froa NSC, fruo 
Ccopl '- 1 who nro now loavlng Don't yon think tho prooldont ohould r*n«i»i<i. 
*/ol*cy av wall? 
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<e> lh*4 The Mhahlngton Pest. 


M, tMA 


No, btcautt the people who «po leaving tibay wara nat t h« people that 
pn»tia< »»»• b«Ucy to the president The policy wa« proposed iMlt iUy os a 
result of Ci<nyar»aUani with Iirul It was then presented to the president b 
th« then-assiei«n% be th* president Par national security affsirs It was 


dx.Ku 031 . 1 J with *' \ i.t Jv_* ecsbers, an January, with all uf xhw a««o«r» or »r,«- 
Mattonnl -- nr »l»mt all of the **«h»M a# the National Swiritg Tour^tl x,i-s 
that, on ih* National Security Council thoro was a split of opinion U* u f 
hearing all a f the arjuaanit, pro and can, t.ha president Oopto-o th.t*. v r. 

po>«nu«l for aeftio nng xh« goals of afftoung paaca an mo modi*. Exi.,, 
lacura that araa, noppvng a war and obtaining our hostages mss jprj *: 
i nwo1ved 

Can you nay that wh«n tr» president aala that decision -» who u.is hi. 
national security odviswr? 

Ada Polnde* t»r was actually — it really was at the lisa whan Pud NcFarla 
was leaving ’lie discussions with tha prasidant about this specific series of 
events had gone on under Hr HrParlane during i*#S and tha specific discussxc 
of «ot« of those things that led to the finding in January had actually star, 
in Oeccober, while Mr HcFarlane was hare. j 

< 


(ci 17b* Tha Uashtngton Past, Nsveeber 14, l<f9A 

He w.an transferring out during the latter part «f Sacaabar and the >trlj u 
of January At that Ufa, Ads. Poinfsnar case in. 

Ss he knew about details •* this operation but didn't tall anyone tn . 
acfsiiiistration for 

Mr McFarlaneT 


Me didn't l. 

Aseries until pri 


Why did ha 


a sf this, •# tha tranaaatians involving tha forces 
'.4hT «ay sf XVM. 

to she pfoslpoMf 


Apr She greetdent — 



Ha didn't — 


(a) ld#4 Tha Haehlngton Mat. Mavaabar •«. iw 

-- m May of that yaar, right? Ha was a raprasentativa of iha prcui-i >. 

That's eorraat. Whether ha talked with tha praaidant during ihn / s ib.: 
tine, I don't know. 


BEST AVAILABLE COP 
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Vail. ttit IM«* poopla's Uvitt, sir'? 1 m ' . t 

U«ll, ktctui* — tho frMiktitt <Un'l juti »»»• thoao people's advice »• to 
%*• overall palter. Ha had the advice a# «ha entire range of his national 
itogrlty advisers. 

Ha at H'iDaa adviced again*t it 


Who ulao ad v i sad in favor of i» bosldea atrobara of tho NSCf 

A* von know. T don't talk about who gtva* advl«o to th proaldon* 

Tho pocplo who you oay profitad froa thio dlvaraion of funds, thoao * 
tho p-tnpln <hat WO worn working with, poopla porhapa that wora «van tbo.v 

I C I 1004 The Washing ton Post, Novoobor >4, IPS 6 
• lore with Hr MeFtr1one into Tran 

fio. no Tho people who profited? X don't know that angone profitad. T 


t-aal , who you sag — 


ownvd tho aoneg that got dlvartad into 

Th-' nanog that was transferred to tho forcos in Nicaragua -- t <Jon '‘ * n ‘ > * 
.hit insert who hi* involvod In that transactien waa neceaaanlg on wl+.iu 

wiih Hr Ncrarlano That'a aoaothlng wo havon't gono tnta gat 

wo now know of throo apoclfla ahipeenta, wnleaa X'a olatakon -' tho one t.» 
lata August , early lepteeber, aa gou've described It; ono tn November. uhi^ . 
returned to Israeli and than another ono In Hag^ Tho dl< sralona of fund* to 
placo froo which a# thaao or all throo a# thaao? 

kipeents — thoro waro. X bollava, throo or fo^r 

glvo you tho proelsa datoa Tho transfer of 


Thoro « 


Washington Post, Novoobor *4. 1**4 

Septeeter of 


Hr. CKugonol Haaonfua la in jail in Nlcara*ua. aa gou 

nK„.... «. *.».«., «•«; 

f thoaa diwartod funds? 


Hr . Hooao 
running aupplloa 
new sag. waa It in ang wag fundaa bg ang 


1 hava n 
n foroation 


knawlodga and X *«ubt If wa'U av.r find out al««a «• 

used onea thag ware ultlaatoly 


about how thoaa funds wore ' 


Attarnog Conoral Edwin 
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Exhibit DTR-55 


<*cOC J > 

VHSC MON: NSWR* --CPU 
To: nsmm --CPU* 

HOT! mop: 806 PEARSON 


unuuooinui. 

nspbt 


--CPU* 


"'*«'** I4*i| :l 


<SU8JECT> 

SwbJfCt: OLN to OT* 

<TEXT> 

• Porw «f ding not* froo nsmjw —CPU* 
To* NSWRP —CPUA- 


N 19138 

11/28/8* 13*99 


••• i«olr to not • of 11/28/86 13*42 


— »C*IT — 


NOTE MOM: HAROLD WEST 
Subject; OLN to OTP 

t HAVE SEARCHED »OTH STSTEHSs WE HAVE NO NEMOS PROM NORTH 10 RE8AW DXRECTLV 
THERE ARE RECORDS 0CNERATEO RT NORTH BUT WERE BRIEMN8 PAPERS fOR PRES NTCS 
TRANSMITTED VIA POINDEXTER*! MEMO TO PRES AN* REfAN ALONS W/ VICE PRESIDENT 
WERE SENT INTO CTS. "«*IPENT 


* OLN to DTR 



by B. Roger, NstJoMl $«WM 


UNCLASSIFIED 





Exhibit DTR-56 


UNliUMiiriCU nil 

THIWHITI HOUSC ,'j 


December 8, 1986 

MEMORANDUM rOR DONALD T. RIGAN 

FROMi David L. Che 

SUBJECTi Getting tha Iran facta Out 


The weekend talk shows and newspapers producad no new changes or 
ravalation on tha Iran matter# but thay all drove home one single 
point* Tha Praaidant simply must gat all tha facta of what 
happanad and his involvement in them into tha public arana. 

Thara is still a great daal of confusion as to what happanad 
whan# who naw what and how this all could hava happanad. 

Ha hava finally got tha mschanisas and structura sat proparly. 

Tha Indapandant Counssl will raviaw tha lagal matters* tha Towar 
Commission will tall us what naada to bs fixed at tha KSC; and 
tha Congrass will datarmina what laglalatlva actions naad to ba 
takan. All of thasa antltias will attampt to raconstruct thalr 
varsion of tha "facta.* Undar praaant procaduras this will taka 
waako or perhaps months. Tha Indapandant Counsal# for example, 
is not likely to Mke his "facta" public# only hla concluaiona. 
Thus, tha Aaarican paopla ara to ba subjactsd to tha slow procass 
of a gradual assambling of what happanad rathar than a mors rapid 
accounting. 

Getting tha full story out has baan our primary objactiva. Tha 
Praaidant has pledged to do so on a number of occasions. Your 
effort to put together a chronology of Presidential involvement 
wac directed at this point. (Pater tails me NSC has said their 
records ara so poor such a chronology is not possible to racon¬ 
struct — what thia tails us about NSC procedures is an important 
message for another discussion.) 

Having tha President make an accounting of what ha knew whan, 
while it has risks# Z believe has enormous benefits. 


Hhlle I don't hava tha final solution to how to go public with 
tha facts# I hope wa can spend soma time this weak exploring 
various possibilities. In our previous discussions wa hava 
agraad that making such a disclosure is conceptually a good idea# 
but wa hava not baan able to agree on how it can bast ba dona. 


|V l \J & 

nod* prwWotl o( EA12339 
tj B. MK S** 8 * 


iNOASSIFIED 
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IMUPHtU 

w* hav* tak*n virtually all tha action* urg*d on u* by th« 
various coanantator* *xc*pt th* diacloaur* of th* "facta" or th* 
chronology. Our action* to dat* hav* h*lp«d to chang* th* natur* 
and ton* of th* public d*bat*. W* must, in my opinion, pursu* 
how w* can b**t tak* thi* n*xt stop, 
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STATEMENT BY THE . 
PRINCIPAL DEPUTY PRESS SECRETARY 
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Many members of Congress hava callad for immunity for former 
National Security Adviser John Poindaxtar and for Lt. Col. Olivar 
North. Thaaa calls ara baaad on a desire to hava tha full story 
com out aa quickly aa possible about Iran, tha alleged transfer 
of funds, Swiss bank accounts — everything. 


Tha President agrees fully with these sentiments. Although ha 
would like Colonel North and Adairal Poindexter to provide this 
information, ha does not want them to be deprived of their 
constitutional rights. However, Congress passed legislation 16 
years ago authoriring ths Senate and the House of Representatives 
or any committee or sub-committee to grant special limited 
iMunity to any witness so that the witness can give testimony 
that is pertinent to a Congressional inquiry. This limited 
immunity , called "use immunity", still permits prosecution based 
on evidence other than the testimony given before Congress. 


y 

§ 


j! 

c* 5 
ui B 

Cri 

o _ 

n 


fi* 


The President believes that there is an urgent need for full 
disclosure of all facts surrounding this controversy, so that 
can get on with the business at hand and put this behind us. 
Therefore, the President is asking the Senate Select Committee on 
Intelligence for bi-partisan support to grant immunity to Admiral 



Poindexter and Lt. 
whole. 


is mm 


st of the country as a 
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OUTGO I KG 


M(( 12 or 13 STATE 311(2) 
ORICIN NODS-M 

IRFO LOC-II /Ml R 


m i/(5 inur *004 5 1 

! 


orafteo ii: Tf it Monoco ir white house 

APMOK 0 IT: s/3: KUOUINR 
0: MCROSSMAR ISUISI 
S/S-O: RMII3H0P 

DESIRED 01S7RIIUTI ON ' . . *. 

ROT TO AOS 

.(123 3 2 1 3(5 4 12 /If 

0 1315332 DEC II Iffi 
Ml SECSTATE WASHOC 

TO ANCONSUL FRANKFURT RIACT IMMEDIATE 


"t -» v s re r -e instate 311123 


NOOIS 

TREAT AS SPECIAL CAPTION 


sf m 


E.O. 12 3 51: OECL: OAOR j 

TAOS: 

SUIJECT: CAVE/OURIAR TAUINC POI RTS TOR USE WITH 


1 


J 


EYES OILT FOR CHARLES OURIAl OF REA MOM S/S 


1. TOO SECRET * ENTIRE TEXT. 


2. FOllOVIRC 01SCIISSIORS VITI THE WRITE NOISE. THE 
ACT IRO SECRETARY NAS IIIECTCI THAT TOO OSE THE FOllOWINC 
TALKIRC POINTS IR YOOR MEETIRI 01 lECtMlER 13. THESE 
TALK IRC POIRTS SUPERCEDE ALL PIEVIOIS POUTS. 


3. NSC/WRITE HOUSE APPROVE 
^ CAVE/OURIAR 01 SCIISS I OR WITH 


TERMS OF RJ 


ERERCE FOR 
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PAGE 11 OF II STATE 


»Pftt 

3III21 


s/s-o 

OUTGOII 


Cfl/IS 113(07 MOO 4 3 


-• THE MUTUAL STRATEGI C INTERE STS OF OUR NATIONS REMAIN 
UNCKAN6E0 DESPITE RECENT REVELATIONS. THEREFORE. 

PRESIOENT INTENDS TO CONTINUE A CHANNEL OF COMMUNICATIONS 
TO THE GOVERNMENT OF IRAN. 


•' THE CURRENT CHANNEL. EVEN THOUGH A COLLEAGUE WILL TARE 
THE PLACE OF CAVE. WILL CONTINUE TO IE .USED FOR NOTH 
POLICY AND INTELLIGENCE DISCUSSIONS. 

•* IN THE FUTURE. THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE WILL IE ES- 

tailishing an appropriate channel for passing 

AUTHORITATIVE POLICY MESSAGES. 

*• the united states sees the utility of having a means 

OF CONDUCTING A OIAIOCUE WITH TOUR GOVERNMENT. HOWEVER. 
THERE Wilt IE NO FURTHER TRANSFERS OF AMERICAN MILITARY 
EOUIPMENT TO YOUR GOVERNMENT WHILE IRAN REFUSES TO 
NEGOTIATE AN E MO TO IRAN* I RAO WAR AND WHILE IRAN CONTINUES 
TO SUPPORT TERRORISM ANO SURVERSIOR. 


** THE CONTINUED HOLDING HOSTAGE OF US. CITIZENS IN 
lEI ANON BY A GROUP SUSCEPTIBLE TO YOUR GOVERNMENT'S 
INFLUENCE REMAINS A MAJOR OBSTACLE IN THE IMPROVEMENT 
OF RELATIONS BETWEEN OUR TWO COUNTRIES. 

•* WE TRUST THAT IN FURTHERANCE OF OUR MUTUAL GOALS. 
YOU WILL TARE IT UPON YOURSELF TO ARRANGE THE RELEASE 
OF ALL WESTERN HOSTAGES HELD IN LEBANON AS OUICRLY AS 
POSSIBLE. 

SHULTZ 
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h jsorea 


DONALD T. RE GAM t 

Attachad is a copy of a Stataaant by 
tha Praaldont ra^ardin? tha Iranian 
controvaray that trill ba ralaaaad on 
Tuaaday* Daoaabar lith. 

Also attachad ia a draft lattar that 
haa baan forvardad to tha Praaidant 
for hia approval that will ba aant 
to hia Cablnat, Dapartaant and Agancy 
haada, and to ti>a aanior Whita Rouaa 
ataff. 


David L. Chav 




BEST AVAILABLE COPY 
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UllULflOOll ILU 

sTATwnif by m Httionr 


There It an urgent nted for full disclosure of all ^ ^ 

surrounding the Iranian controversy. We must get on with the 
business at*hand and put this issue behind ua. 

It is ay desire to have the full story about Iran com 
out es quickly as possible — the alleged transfer of funds, 
the Pwlse bank accounts, who was involved — everything. 

Although Z would like Vice Adairal John N. Bolndexter and 
Lt. Colonel Oliver Worth to provide this information, they 
should not be deprived of their constitutional rights. Bow- 
ever. Congress may grant limited immunity to any witness so 
that the witness can give testimony that is pertinent to a 
Congressional inquiry. This limited lammnity, called "use 
immunity", still permits prosecution based on evidence other 
than the testimony given before Congress. 

Therefore, Z am asking the Senate Select C omm i ttee on 
Intelligence to grant "use immunity” to Admiral foindexter and 
Lt. Col. North in order that the whole truth — all of the 
facts on Iran — may be told. This is essential because the 
controversy surrounding the Iranian matter is becoming a 
preoccupation with the Congress and the news media. There 
is a meed to get on with the business of government. 

"Use immunity" — as prescribed by lew — does not 
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w 3S4S 

Since the disclosure that funds froe the sale of arms to 
Iran may have been diverted to asaist the anti-Sandinista 
forces in Contral America, I have bean coemitted to seeing 
that all the facts are brought to light and shared with the 
American people* 1 established a special board chaired by 
former Senator Tower to review the activities of the NSC staff 
and make recosmendations on how it could be improved* called 
for a coordinated Congressional inquiry* and endorsed the 
appointment of an independent counsel. 

All of these actions were taken to find out what 
happened — quickly and fairly. I write to you now to request 
your cooperation (and that of your agency) in having all the 
facts and information relating to this matter brought to the 
attention of the appropriate inquiry — be it the Special 
Review Board, Congressional Committees, or the Independent 
Counsel. 

Specifically# it is my hope that you will determine what, 
if any information you might have that could shed light on 
this matter, provide that information immediately to the 
appropriates Inquiry# and respond to their efforts as they seek 
testimony# documents or materials. I understand this appeal 
nay be extraordinary# but so too is_ the nature of this con¬ 
troversy. While debate over our policy goals toward Iran is 
understandable and appropriate# there can be no debate over 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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UNfaUUdincU 

2 * o ? 

the nn4 to answer oil of tho legitimate questions posed by 
those conducting tho reviews and most importantly thoao aakad 
by tho American people. Totol roatorotion of trust and 
confidonco io dependent upon complete cooporation and full 
diacloauro. 

X will oharo with tho American pooplo everythin? t learn 
regarding thio oat tar. It la imperative that thoao who have 
knowledge ahare it, thoao who have information provide it and 
those who have answers give theau 

X pledged to the American people X would set things 
right. With you help we will. 


Sincerely. 

Ronald Reagan 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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NOTE 


Tha attached atatamant saaka to aatablish a poaitiva ton* and 
raflact your opan and raaponaiva approach to tha Coaaaittaa'a 
inquiry. 

Tha atatanant doaa not attampt to ba a aubatantiva outlina of 
what you know or what you do not know. It ia fait that 
information ahould ba providad in raaponaa to quaationa. 

Rathar than ralaaainq an opaning atatanant, "aanaa of purpoaa" 
rrnrki aa you walk to tha Haaring would ba battar. A ralaxad 
danaanor and worda that aay "X walcona thia opportunity, and will 
anawar all quaationa" will ba tha maaaaga in. Tha aaaaaga out 
night ba "I hopa my appaaranca damonatrataa tha Praaidant'a 
conmitnant to cooparata and haa aaaiatad tha Coanittaa in ita 
work. 

Tha Praaa will attanpt to ahow you dafanding your aalf -- you 
will want to ahow tha Praaidant and you baing raaponaiva and 
cooparativa. 




mitt prw W pe S of E.U. ESI 
fy 8. fUfir* Stfrfiy “ 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
Office of the Press Secretary 


For Immediate Release December 16, 1986 


STATEMENT IT THE PRESIDENT 


Thar* if «n urgent n««d for full disclosure of ail facts 
surrounding tha Iranian controversy. I want to get this 
information out. we must get on with the business at hand and 
put this issue behind us. 

Zt is ay desire to have the full story about Iran come out now -- 
the aliened transfer of funds, the Swiss bank accounts, who was 
involved •• everything. 

The law provides a process for Congress to obtain this 
information frosi Vice Admiral John M. Poindexter, Lieutenant 
Colonel Oliver North, and any other witnesses without depriving 
then of their constitutional rights. 

Congress passed legislation IS years ago authorising the Senate 
and the Rouse of Representatives or any corvnittee or 
sub~commlttee to grant special limited "immunity* to any witness 
so that the witness oust give testimony that is pertinent to a 
Congressional Inquiry. This Limited immunity also protects the 
witness by providing tha^ such testimony cannot be used against 
him in any criminal proceedings. At the same time the law still 
permits prosecution based on all evidence other than the 
testimony given before Congress. 

Such "use immunity* is not amnesty or clemency. This legal 
process obtains the facts before Congress but does not prevent 
those responsible for any wrongdoing from being brought to 
justice.'* Thus it does not Interfere with the duties and 
responsibilities of the independent Counsel. 

Therefore, Z am asking the Senate Select Committee on 
Intelligence to Immediately seek "use immunity" for Admiral 
Poindexter and Lieutenant Colonel North in order that the whole 
truth — all of the facta on Iran — may be told. This is 
essential because of the controversy surrounding the Iranian 
matter. There is an absolute need to get on with the business of 
government. 


t I l 
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t'umumitu 

TM* WHIT* HOU9* 


D«c«*b#r 22, X9S# 


N 54439 

D0*r Nr. Chalnuai 

HfsISSSS S&srra— 
2«Siv-i“-a:‘s sA-Sr* s*jraa»-- 

Pr *rl**"‘**"”“ ««‘ko»?i.d r tS 1 Jd„f h * **••«•»* and Vic. 

sr - 

x hop. tw. initio. i. h .lp ftll to th . eo . letM ,. ^ 

Slnccrtly, 


«“•* -"Sffi Si ST^Lm 


chIif5JS rjbu ^ HiuBiit o" 

Hou»« P«rMn«nt S«l«ct 

waSKTli 1 ** on Int«m g# nc« 

Washington, D.C. 20515 
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TH* WHITS MOUSl 


DMtalMr 22 1 19M 


N-54440 


Dear Mr. Oulnunt 

During ay testimony on Thursday, December II, Congressman McCurdy 
iak«d me to review a cable dated January 2S, 1111, to the 
Director of Central Intelligence regarding the movement of TON 
missiles, and to advissnwhether that cable or its subject was 
reviewed by or known to the fresident. 

X have discussed this setter with the President and Vice 
President and am authorised to advise that neither they nor X 
could recall having seen the cable prior to the tiae it was 
brought to our attention by your Committqay nor was any of us 
aware, until the cable was brought to our attention, of a 
proposal to deliver the information discussed in the cable. 

X hope this information is helpful to the Committee's inquiry. 

Sincerely, 


Donald T. Regan 

Chief of Staff to the President 


The Honorable Lee Hamilton 
Chairman ~ 

House Permanent Select 
CoasULttee on Intelligence 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


Him &XSIFIED 
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CWIMMnti* 

THC WHITC HOUSC 


DKwbtr 22, 19If latter and attachment# filed in eefe in 
elt room with a copy of the letter in J*8 claeeified chrone. 

N 54441 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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Exhibit DTR-64 


THE UBfURY OF CONGRESS 


TRANSLATION OF LITTERS 


CoojPMaooil Military ^ fftitg 

ot Comma* • Aaairtaaaa to zruTHai tti h;ni<uJ 


Nwn« tad Addraa. 
of Sandtr _ 


Dili o'Mutual Jua* 5. 198T 


TnuUud by Tbrahle ▼. 


irha&i Ktr leaa ud Middle Butm im gtn&lea Kaesereb ( 


D»t« Jun* 8. lgflT 
HQ Complau 


.. ..XLea o£ piscuasiac ft*Ely . 


n Abitnct-FWu* call tbt Con*miio«ul Rncueb Sarrte* (217-3700), ificompUM r 
trvubtJoe it daSrad. 

hahr 16, 136$ (Ocfccbur 8, 1336) > 

♦evasion early aitArnoon to lata ft nigfit. . Ji. 


.■^s.wriv* ' ■. . ••/ - -:/MpKV 

1. Iran pay* for 500 TOW to KARIM and if willing. Inn will provide the fund* ••.Vt 1/ 

for the HAW tip*at ppzt a wiurfi rerolo fran the earlier agrocaent. \ 

2. In 9 working days; the* 500 TOW and the HAW **re part* (pending Iran's 

approval), end free (gifted) aedicinae will toe delivered to Iran. •(£' . 

5. Before Item 4 as stated below la carried oat, Albert will present the plan foe 

t>: ralt-ese of the 17 Kuwaitis lapriaoned In Kuwait. • -*’**. 

. -. 1 = end one-lie If (1 djfinjtely the 2 with arpathic -ifort) .Vxrican 

hojtigce ia Lebenoe, fchrcd^Cthe effort of Iran, will be ftv'Ow iron the iunde of 

. . L'ix’tvsn. (3-4 days after th. V.li.i ry or point 2 itr.i;. 
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/Ui 


..wO lu-C w mxlain of i'’C : -.u;xtx rs), within I fays ft. r *..-c irrj'.jod ;; 
It&e nrr.tiorwd above, will bn • to JnV(. • :*.! ?<*/ trr w*y fr: 

1500 1CWS (the 500 TCV-: urnMonn ;bcve and Jiao xrtfu.icr.tl 1 Tf:0 .CKL -rx *, 
I'joo vjrc will be Oc 1;vc x <: :c within nut I'y*. 


6. Veilco will support 1P.\S -nth technical .msistance, nr.vrul rrvi .xpeciol i 

!;:xow-.“.ov, r«.org>ir.i 2 *. tlv: int .-l ii<juvx, rrxpc .ViJ '~jmb:.:i:.it:cn iiiti.i. 

/■Iso prt[>jra the Cert rrWc'* cc ex provi V»: by Mi pwmHft 

M# i.-vicrtiruj Vi-- .y -.r. ..v:.. 

7. B-jforr r.:tuiT.::xg :o n* :. io l;.v. •>: : jr rr (J:-:’:ti-) ,.i 

L.baron .and tnc rmniv.r of 1 txi-t e.'.cwi.« be stu.'i"-: n-.r. •'nori 5*v' ;ct. r. 

involve*!.** 

0. IRMJ /ill purju*. its ei-erte ::r ot-biishing - K c jroj.»'3 .«i —j.* 
in rose of tlx nctiwgvs. 

9. The stops for doli*x*ry of it^-s roiircod to m thn luccnc p-.rt of 
itunx C ?rntio«Vj<l nbc**: will c*.j.:t. 

'?*.xc letter of Crtiit will lx op.rs-d in f:*«w of Mr. il;isnir» > onf will m*«.» thw 
oncy for the 5.10 y.\L available by utilising b0 rx.r^c-.t of t'.;,- Utter of .’ruut. 

hftor discussion between Mr. ■X'crJ Mr. oanui, it wra agreed rfc 9 or’irxj to 
:lira prisoners that it star be written "Israel end its L-h;! organiration" Tr/t 
. .11 be written in the following srnner . . . 
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Translation by Albert Hakim of 
the Farse Original of the "9 Points" 


Note: The date is the 16th day of the 7th month of the Iranian 
year which I believe corresponds to 8 October 1986, but 
needs to be checked. It also indicates the discus'sions 
started in the afternoon and lasted until late at night. 


1 . 


2 . 


3. 


4. 


Summation of Us and Hakim 


Iran provides funds to Mr. Hakim for 500 TOWs and, if 
willing, Iranians will provide for the Hawk spare 
parts which remain from the previous agreement. 

Nine working days from now the 500 TOWs and the Hawk 
spare parts (if accepted by Iran) and the gifted 
medicines will be delivered to Iran. 


Before executing Item 4 below, Albert will provide the 
plan for the release of the Kuwaitis (17 persons). 

1 1/2 (1 definitely and the 2nd with all effective 
possible effort) American hostages in Lebanon, through 
the effort of Iran, will be released by the Lebanese. 


Using the Letter of Credit method, (three to four days 
after delivery of shipment stipulated in Item 2) 
additional 500 TOWs (together with a maximum of 100 
launchers), within four days after the execution of 
Item 4 above, will be delivered to Iran. The method 
of Letter of Credit will be reviewed between Albert 
and f hv tomorrow sight._ Iran will pay 


the funds lot liio TOWs (the 388 TOWs mentioned above 
plus an additional 1000 TOWs) and the 1000 TOWs will 
be delivered to Iran within nine days. 


The United States will start with the technical 
support of the Hawks (material and know-how), update 
of the military intelligence and maps, establishment 
and cownissioning of the special communication link. 
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and will prepare the chart related to the items 

(provided by Mr. _) indicating price and 

delivery to Iran. 



Israel and its cover organirat ion. La Had. and 
the text written in the Seven Step Document of 
Mr. North (illegible) 


••7.IBefore the return of Mr. 



to Tehran, the 


C 


subject of the MoslenTprisoners (Shia) in Lebanon and 
the manner of their release by the involved parties 
will be reviewed by Mr. Secord. 

Iran will continue its effort for creating the grounds 
for the release of the rest of the hostages. 

The steps for delivery of items referred to in the 
second part of Item 6 above will start. 

The Letter of Credit will be opened in favor of 

Mr. tkjh^L and he will maKe the money for the 500 

TOWs available by using 80% of the Letter of Credit. ^ t- 

After discussion between Kr. Secord and Mr. l \ 

it was agreed regarding regarding the Moslem prisoners ^ 
that the sentence (text) will be written in the 
following manner: 

1 5 ^ ■ • * * , 


ic^ 


TTr^ 
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MEMORANDUM TO DONALD RECAN 
t'RCM: David C. Fischer 

SUBJECT: Aid to Contras Meeting 
DATE: 5 January 1986 


N 13676 


Attached is the briefing paper for the proposed aid to 
the Contras meeting. No private group of Americans have 
batter supported the President's Central America program 
as well as other issues critical to Ronald Reagan. Their 
efforts resulted in highly effective network television 
and newspaper messages. Transcripts of a few television 
spots are attached. A compilation of all 15 and 30 second 
television spots is available on video cassette tape. 

My conversations with Bud McFarlane, Oliver North md 
Assistant Secretary Elliott Abrahms confirm ny bollef that 
this meeting is in the President's best interest and will 
greatly enhance his efforts in educating Americans and their 
elected representatives on Capital Hill. Time is critical. 
The meeting should be held in January thus enabling this 
group to mobilise their efforts as quickly and effectively 
as possible. 

Once these men and women realise the President recognises 
and appreciates their contribution towards his programs 
their continued enthusiastic support will be guaranteed. 

A ten day notification period is needed to insure good 
attendance at this briefing. The names and accompanying 
required information have been given to the Secret Service 
for background checks. 


> IXHIBIT 

\: Ore-M 
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•: c.er : :.j mth w ir ;as or vie 

<rz NT?IAL AMKR ICAS ~ t REc OOM PROGRAM 
January 1986 
Roosevelt Room 
Approx: 4:30 pa 


PURPOSE 

~ N 15 

The Anertcsn Conservative Trust and The National Endowment for w 
the Prem. vat ion of Liberty have sponsored several programs in 
iv.nport of the President's policies including S.O.T., Central 
.'•verica and Arms Control. This briefing Is for the principal 
financial contributors whose patriotism jnd generosity have mide 
these public education programs so successful and Influential. 

TACKV'WNO _ 

In 1935 ACT t NEPL spent in excess of S3 million In supporting 
the President's programs through public awareness using tele¬ 
vision and newspaper messages. Their Central American Freedom 
Program was initiated in June. White House contacts with Oliver 
North, NSC, and Linda Chaves resulted In three White Rouse spon¬ 
sored briefings held in the EOB on June 21, October 17 and 
November 21. A representative of ACT 6 NEPL was invited to a 
Presidential S.D.I. Cabinet Room briefing whore the President 
acknowledged viewing their S.D.I. program's network television 
message. A post Geneva tribute to the President was also aired 
on all network affiliates. 

This group has budgeted $1 million for educating pjibllc opinion 
on the issue of aid to the contras over the first few months of 
1986. The purpose of this briefing is toi (1) provide current 
status report on the situation in Nicaragua; (2) recognize and 
express gratitude for their efforts in supporting the President; 
(3) encourage continuance of their generosity In funding these 
worthwhile projects. 

PARTICIPANTS 

Approximately 30 supporters and four staff members. 

PRESS PLAN 

White House photographer only. 

SEQUENCE OP EVENTS 

--Greeting by Chief of Staff Don Regan 
--Briefing by Adairel Poindexter 6 Oliver North 
--Briefing by Assistant Secretary Elliott Abrahms 
--5 minute drop-by of the President 
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30 SEC 

N 13678 

“The President la working long Into 
the night for a lasting world peace. 


(Move In) 

He will carry with him to the summit 
his program and our hopes for 
disarmament 


(Dissolve to child asleep) 

And if we can. Indeed, create a defen¬ 
sive shield to keep the weapons of 
nuclear destruction far from this 
earth... 


(Dawn breaks) 

...then she, we, all of us can awaken 
to a morning of peace and security 
we haven’t had In thirty years. 


Tell the President your prayers are 
with him. You can...by calling this 
number. 

The American Conservative Trust." 
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H 1367 

MUSIC, UNDER FOR 

“Freedom can’t work on an empty 
stomach. People... 


i 



(Pull back) 

...without hope have little to hope for 
and nothing to fight for. 


President Reagan wants to help the 
people of Nicaragua...not with guns... 


...but with food and medicine. Giving 
them the chance to find their own 
ftiture... 


(Pullback) 

...without American boys fighting 
or dying on foreign soli. If we support 
our... 


(Puli back; 

...President today, our boys won't be 
sent out to die tomorrow. 


Tell your Congressman you want 
freedom to stay alive in Nicaragua” 


(Move in) 
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(Move in) 

“This Is a message In search of two 
votes. Two more Congressmen who 
will vote ‘no’ to Communism ir. 
Nicaragua. 

N 13680 


(Pull back) 

SVe know what happened when the 
last vote failed. 


While Sandanlstas danced in the 
streets, Commandants Ortega 
celebrated in Moscow. 


(Pan left to right) 

And Russia promised two hundred 
million more dollars in military and 
other aid to their Russian friends. 


(Move in) 

They had a ball, alright This time, 
let’s tell them... 


(Fade to Black) 
...thejparty’c over." 


“The American Conservative Trust’’ 




DRUM BEATS, UNDER FOR 

"'.Then the P.vssims shot down 
Korean airliner double-oh seven... 

N 13681 


...killing slxty-one Americans and 
Congressman Larry... 


... McDonald, America protested and 
went about its business. 


(Pullback.) 

When & Russian soldier shot down 
Americaii Major Arthur D. Nicholson 
in East Germany, America mourned... 
and went about its business. 


(Pullback) 

The freedom fighters in Nicaragua 
need our help now. If we Just keep 
going about our business... 


(Move in) 

...one day freedom will be out of 
business. 


Tell your Congressman you want 
freedom to stay alive in Nicaragua." 




THt .VMITC HOUSC 
WASHINGTON 


January 10* 1986 

00‘!Ar,D T. A EGAN l N 13^?$ 

Attached is the -.aterial on Central 
America that P-iv* Fischer prenised to 
'jet to you. I •vn discussing thi3 with 
the ‘.■SC to he «ure they are on hoard 
and support'.''*. ^avo thought you 
•./ould be interested in seeing the 4 
minutes of their «:o:-erolaIs so a 
video tap* is attached. Dave is 
hopeful that a Roosevelt Room briefing 
can be arranged (with a Presidential 
drop by) so that this group can be 
helpful in the upconing legislative 
effort. 


Approve briefing subject 
to full verification 
(tine to be determined) 


Need more info before 
discussing 
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Exhibit DTR-66 


August 25. 1986 


Memo to Osvid Fischer 


RE: 

PROM: 


Draft mno for Don Ragan 


Spitz Channel I, National Endowmjht for Aha. \ f~ 
Prasarvatlon of LI Party <UaJL 77 


in January 1986, ths National Endowment for tha 
Prasarvatlon of Llbarty and Santinal mitiatad a 94.1 
mlMIon aducatlonal and lobbying campaign which eventually 
reached 28 states. The purpose of this 8 month campaign was 
to give support to President Rsagan’s Nicaraguan policies 
with special focus on tha Freedom Fighter aid package the 
President submitted to the Congress for approval In January. 

Many consider this effort to be the largest of its kind 
devoted to supporting Ronald Reagan on a foreign policy 
issue In the past 6 years. 


> 


Television educational and informational messages were 
broadcast by the National Endowment for the Preservation of 
Liberty In 49 Congressional districts and the Dlstrlc of 
Columbia in varying degrees of Intensity from March through 
August C139 days). Ads were broadcast In dlffleuit-to-wln 
Congressional districts whose Congressmen were undecided as 
to their vote for or against Freedom Fighter aid. Over 
$2,500,000 went to tha television campaign alone. 

$^5§000 was spent by Sentinel direct ly to build 
Congressional support for President Reagan. This included 
advocacy television messages in 32 Congressional districts, 
the production of two 30 minute television documentar 1 es 
supporting the Nicaraguan Freedom Fighter cause filmed 
secretly in Nicaragua, active lobbying of Congress by a 
staff of 5, newspaper ads In major media markets (New York 
and the District of Columbia), and continuous work with 
Assistant Secretary. Bureau of Inter-Amerlean Affairs, 
Department of State, Elliott Abrams. 
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$600,000 was spsnt by ths National Endowment for the 
prasarvatlon of Llbarty to conduct pro-Nlcaraguan Freedom 
Flghtar apaaklng tours In 27 Congrats Ional districts In tha 
7 months prior to tha first House vota In March on Frasdom 
Flghtar aid. 

$86,000 was devoted to nine Washington. D.C. briefings 
with opinion leaders, political activists, and volunteer 
supporters for the Nlcaragusn Freedom Fighter cause. 

On the d*y In June of the historic House reversal, 
which resulted In a victory for Ronald Reagan on Freedom 
Fighter aid, It was determined that the National Endowment 
for the Preservation of Liberty and Sentinel had carried the 
support program for the President successfully Into 32 of 
the 61 Democratic districts that ultimately stood with 
Ronald Reagan on this Issue. 
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i . .. 

•*Th« Honorable Willies J. Cimv 
-Director S j 
Central Intelligence lytney 
Wash Inf ton, d.C. 20309 


Daar Bills 



¥• have been adfiNd by tha State Department'a Legal 
Adviser that tha Foreign Insistence Act and the Arne Export 
Control Act vara sot intended, end have not been- applied, b>* 
Congress to be the exclusive aeans lor sales of u.S. wer-joni 
to foreign countries and that the President say approve ‘ 


erllMllM W HI Vi 


tes. Accordingly, 
say be legally cor 
resident that thes* 


transfer outside the conte 
Z believe the exchange fori 
Dieted, based uoon a deters 

Acts cannot be used .and that tha authorities of the Econariy 
Act and National Security hot say be utilised to achieve a 
significant intelligent effective, in order to satisfy the 
Congressional reporting reguiresents iaposed on the Secretary 
of Defense under DoO Appro pr iations Authorisation Acts 
(10 U.S.C. 133, Note) and on you by the Intelligence OvecHcl'.t 
Act of 1980 (SO O.S.C. 413 ), the Souse and San it* Intaliigcr.ce 
Cossitcees should be inforsed of this proposal and the 
President's de tarsi nations. (S) 



! !MPJA.o.prrir^_« 
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Exhibit CWW-2 



SfCBtTAflv or the a n m y 
W * fcMINO T ON 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
SUBJECT} Sensitive DOD SupportlHMgj 


mmm 

If tXMllirT 

[I om* I 


■Activities (S) 


(S) At you ere aware, the Department o( Defense (DOD) 
provides sensitive operational and—logis tic support to the 

eoc 000 

support arc orten in furthcrsnct^b^HVHH^activitics 
(covert action), as reviewed by tbs National Sscurlty Planning 
Group (NSPG) and approvsd by. th« President. With i ncreasing 
fraguancy, dua larqa ly t^tha Prasidantial FlndingsJ^^^gp 
HMVMIthe|Hhas been raquasting 000 support 
which should bt dBnsideredsignif leant and raisas some diffi¬ 
cult policy and lagal quastions. Thraa examples of aigni^- _ 
cantknd sansitiva DOD support which hava beaiwequeated^^BB 
connaction with its activities||mB|^Hfl|^^H 
areset forth in Tab A. 

(S) Tha purposa of this memorandu^is to raisa several * 
issuaa regarding tha manner in whichgHlrequesta for DOD 
support are reviewed within tha appropriate agencies of tha 
Executive Branch and arp reported to Congress, if necessary. 
These types of issues have taken on special significance in 
light of tha increased Congressional and madia interest in 
this area. This memorandum is not intended to challenge the 
validity of utility of covert action as a tool of foreign 
policy or to call into question the process by which Presi¬ 
dential Findings are reviewed and approved. 

<S)HHrequests for 000 support are reviewed within 
DOD to determine whether DOD is willing to and capable of 
providing the requested support. Presumably, before such 
requests are made of 000, they are reviewed within the CIA 
and other appropriate agencies, and determined to be legal 
and proper. There ere# however, at least four Important 
issues which.may not be receiving sufficient attention in 
the review process, either within or outside DOO. 


CLASSIFIED BY DASF 
DECLASSIFY ON OADK 


iMSiFitD 



• pSF Y K2. . 2 .... 


1<L ' X2544 

See Def Ceel Sr. * — 

74c 
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»JHCLRSS^tD 


T v. OLU.ltf 


(S) First, there is a question regartUni the underlying 
authority by which 000 provides support to^f^special activi* 
ties.. There is, of course, no explicit statutory authority 
for theHHIto conduct or the 000 to support special activi¬ 
ties. Ratner, the National Security Act, the inherent powers 
of the President, a Presidential Executive Order, and the 
Congressional authorization and appropriation process are 
used to authorize special activities in general. The Economy 
Act ii usually cited as the authority by which 000 supports 
HHHspecial activities. 

(S) Rarely has authorization or recognition of the 
need for 000 support been acknowledged in the Presidential 
ding supporting the special activity. Recently, however 



Thus, while I executed the approval aeaoranaua, 
approval upon an ± priori notification to 
Congress of the exact nature of the operation given conflicting 
session statements in the tranaaittal aeaoratnda between the 
perticipating agtncies. For this, snd various othar reasons, 
the Aray raised obj ectione to th e support request snd it was 
eventually withdrawn^^BHHH 


ffiHtesr ?VCLA$r?!?-£!) 
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(S) Additionally, and pcrh.ips most importantly. tcqur'-.ts 
for sensitive DOD support must be reviewed for compliance 
with the statutory requirements relating to Congressiona1 
oversight of special activities (50 U.S.C. $ 413,- 22 u.S.C. 

$ 2422) and the War Powers Resolution (50 U.S.C. 55 1541- 
1548). The CIA must, of course, inform the Congressional 
Intelligence Oversight Committees of all special activities. 
Similarly, the President must consult with and report to 
—Congress whenever armed forces ace introduced into situations 
involving the imminent threat of hostilities. Although the 
CIA is a civilian agency and is thus not governed by the war 
Powers Resolution, it is conceivable that a CIA special 
activity involving 000 support could invoke the reporting 
requirements of both 50 U.S.C. $ 413 (with regard to the CIA 
special activity) and the War Powers Resolution (with regard 
to the involvement of U.S. armed forces). Moreover, even if 
the requested DOD support does not invoke the War Powers 
Resolution, it may invoke the 50.U.S.C. $ 413 and executive 
Order 12333 requirements to report to the Congressional 
Intelligence Oversight Committees. 

(S) Finally, with regard to Central America, requests 
for support must also be reviewed to determine compliance * 
with the Boland Amendment. That amendment was attached to 
the 00D Appropriation Act and prohibits the CIA or 000 from 
expending funds for the purposes of overthrowing Nicaragua 
or provoking a military exchange between Nicaragua and 
Honduras. 

(S) The problem which I perceive relating to these 
issues is the absence of a system or process by which they 
are addressed, unlike the more formal process by which 
Presidential Findings arereviewed within the NSPG, the 
above issues relating toHBrequests for 000 support are 
reviewed for legality, if at all,, in an ad hoc manner, both 
within and outside 000. It appears that support roquest^^^ 
are reviewed by the Office of the General Counsel of theH^V 
only if the operational component believes that the request 
raises a legal issue. At the State Department, the Office 
of the Legal Adviser reviews all significant support requests; 
however, requests relating to Central America are reviewed 
exclusively by the Central American Management Core Group. 
Finally, within 000, I do not believe that the Deputy Under 
Secretary of Defense (Policy) routinely solicits the review 
of the Office ot ‘the General Counsel. Because of tj>e subtle, 
but volitile legal aspects of the issues discussed above, I 
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t o T DLlii iEf 

-4- 


SJ 


btlieva it it important that all significant requests Cor 
sensitive OOO support be reviewed in a consistent and , 
systematic manner, to include an appropriate role for the 
agencies' legal adviser, within and among all affected 
agencies. Also, such a system guarantees that .the heads of 
each agency are aware of the scope of the agency's involve¬ 
ment in special activities. 

(S) Within the Army, I am pleased with the review 
system which has been establIshed^Allrequests for Army 
suppot^er^submi tted by ' the f icer to the 

Army^jmH|Hoff icer . if the - request iB^for major end 
items~of military equipment! the initiation of or change to 
any specialized, unique, or sensitive service! the initiation 
of or change to programs involving substantial expenditures 
of money! or requests which require an exception to policy. 

.1 personally review and approve the request. Before it is 
submitted to me, it is reviewed by the Deputy Chief of Staff 
for Operations and Plans, any other Army staff chief affected 
by the request, the Chief of Staff, and the General Counsel. 
The Army staff addresses primarily the question of whether / 
the Army is capable of providing the requested support. The » 
General Counsel examines the Issues outlined above. In 
light of the guidance X receive, I determine whether the 
Army should provide the requested support. 


(S) Based upon the foregoing, I believe it is important 
that you encourage the establishment of formal intra and 
inter-agency procedures, including the .-par ticipation of the 
Oepartmen^of^us^ce, relating to the review of requests to 
support|HHm||||acf:ivities. In addition, because of the 
significanceoctH* Issues Involved, the Army will continue 
to scrutinise for legality and propriety all arguably signifi¬ 
cant requests tor military support implicating the issues 
noted above. 


(U) If I can be of any further assistance, please feel 
free to contact me. 



Attachment 
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Partially Datlafilflad/RelWJd onil2tWii? 
vnd* pwWooJ 0* EJ. 12356 
by 2. Rcjtr, national Security Council 


75-937 0 - 88-17 
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Exhibit CWW-3 



1 KJ l wtWIt L I 

THtSCCftCTAftY or OCFCNSC 


WASHINGTON THC 0<tT*KT O* COCU^WIA 


D 2884 


$ 3 jL?'*r r ! ^ * - 



n jm so. 


KIHORAMOUN PO* T«* 

SUhJSCTt OoO*^upport^^^^^^^^HActlvltl«a 

(f) Your t Nay memorandum on management of DoO support to 
“-ictivities raisss significant points. 

X agree that ths procedure whereby forssstabls and 
significant OoO support will hancaforth ba notad In tha Presidential 
rinding* with otbar DoO support requirements to ba eltad in tha 
scopa paper, provides a solid authority for our support. 

(•) You point concerning notification to tha Congressional 
committees 1c well takan. Tha Deputy oadar factatary of Oafanaa 
foe Policy (OOSO(P)) ia responsible for action on thasa notifications 
“ ation i 


after appr opr lata coordination with tha DoO Qanaral Counsel* DoO 
Legislative Liaison* CXA* tha Joint Staff* DU* and tha Military 
Departments. Oer currant project — in which your representatives 
are participating ~ to identify significant and sensitive activities 
to be reported to ae and* if necessary* to tha Congress, should 
assist la decisions on natters in this ares. Ha aunt oonply 

ly with all statutory and Presidential direction oa such ■ 

-‘ J -- --- --*-—- • wish* to be as diligent I 

m-Mtn* 


folly with all statutory and Presidential < 
raportlnt* Seyood thasa requirements. X w: 

la inforving the appropriate Congressional- 

management and division of authority between tha Leelslatlve and 
tcutive Sraacbas parait. lowavar* we aust recognise the primary 
iponsibillty of the OCX oonoarning decisions on reporting special 
ilvitles to the Congress. 


imiinn 

Sxacutive traacbes parait 
U&.lh. to"the Congress _ 

(•) XatarnalH||HH|H|raguaats for DoO support X 
sea as a aatter foMBg|VwlFii) recent lj^lecusse^th Is 
and related oonoarns wroswlor personnel ofHpHpiM was 
assured thstHKwoold review its internal coordinations ensure 
proper considerVf ion of legal issues before such requests are 
made to OoO. 








MUU 


Classified byi tecOef 
Declassify 


MV** " * 


.eop». 


■:-'^onic # 

r 


Downgrade to SECRET 
Upon Removal of Tab A 

•ft (L 

•7#- y/tr 


.i QVf , 

*v - w —**«- - bH- j&i wp.« 
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TOP SECRET 


(S) *Our current DoD proces^^o^aiAl^n^^^BMquesti tor. mm 
operational support through t h >y tteii M 91 

- All such requests shoulu be handled thrOeqh the99m 

ystam pursuant to DepdecOef letter, subject! Provision of 
Operational and Loqlstlc Support (0). 20 December 1*79. 

(S) In this connection. OtO and Joint Staff records Indicate 
that the three examples you cited were properly handled by those 
offices} further details are at Tab A. 

(8) Leqal counsel is readily available to all participants 
in this process. All proposals and requests for action in these 
areas referred to OSO are bandied by the DCSD(P). The letter's 
staff is especially experienced in and attuned to policy, procedural 
constraints, and qeneral leqal lssoes pertinent to these activities. 
In addition, in order to ensure that a oonplete leqal review is 
carried oat, all each requests will be referred to the Office of 
the Doo General Counsel for evaluation. Xn view of the 
institutionalised leqal review, the establishment of additional 
intra-aqency or lnteraqency review procedures to evaluate end 
advise outside the current lnteraqency coordination process i* 
not necessary. An additional review process. Independent of the 
department heads' reqular policy and operations process, would be 
Inefficient, and underline aqency beads' no real manaqeeent and 
Control. 


<■1 OOSO(f), 

^^■HHttemorandum 

^uTTtarW(H5en 


DOSO(f), with the Joint Staff, iUtuMnsom proposed ■ , 
dun of Understanding oth * c ■ 

This HOU will be coordinated with DU and the 
Miliary roparvments. The DCSD(P) will ensure that OoO laplementirw 
instructions accompanyinq the MOO emphasise the need for appropriate 
leqal counsel at eac)» level of decision. 

(S) Tour a —or and ua raises a question about the nature and 
extent ofHHblrect exploratory discussions with elsaents of the 
Military Services concern!nq possible support befor^h^|ll|^ 
is referred to the Joint Staff and OSD throoqh th«pHp 
Systen. I have Instructed the OOSD(P) to evaluate^Trisproclfl^ 
to determine If he should undertake an increased role in the 
early stapes, of the process. 




rrr\*> r* 

U 7 


■Tf’CT 
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Exhibit CWW-4 
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ornct or tmc sccrcta*v or ocrcnu 

TMC MIWITA«Y AWfTAKT refh 




SCC DIP 
HAS SEEN 

JUN I I SIS 


~ / /ti CAMS. "S £/•** 

o^y " ^ /' u 

/ y*** ^ ~A?c/ | 




(£« ct-** **.<,¥ 

aC/tto'T’ (**•*' * *■ L-—/ / 

>25s. " 0 /jA1a 







ofrci of tmi ueunMY op oifiNsa 

tuawtuttiMtuf W W 

mr rat mnf) 
hSDitSk) 

taurs ter Action. So* *y rsoosmandation 
and SacDaf's constant on the attached. 
tocOof't cemnu nod AS tallows; 

IhU is slsost too Absurd to c csws nt 
on. By All asAfls pass it to Rich* but 
tht asawpticn htrs 1st 1) that Iran is 
about to fall* ant 2) w* can taal with 
that on a rational basis. MBRlika 
asking Qadhafi to Washington tar a 
cosy chat.* - 

Colin L. : Bowail 
Major (Sansral* OSA 
Senior; Military Assistant 
to oha Secretary of Oafansa 



cos DasSaOaf ... 
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•••w ltd 

>^3 iM n 


91 


June ii. IMS 


tS^if XTTJLCKMrirf 


N 

JU»» li 5U 


HXMOIIMOUH roil TNI HONOJUJLX c*o»o* r. sjiulti 
T he licmiry of Stato 

THI HCHOXAILt CM FA* *. WSIKBUtC** 
Tho Soerotary of Defense 


SVSJSCT; O.i. Policy Toward Iran 't*l^ 


Tho Dirac tor of Central Xnttlllftnc* has just distributed an SMI 
on "Iran: Prospects for Hear-Torn Instability"* which I hope vou 
have received. This SPZC nakes elear that instability in Iran*is 
accelerating, w; _h potentially nenentous consequences for U.S. 
strategic inter sts. It seen* sensible to ask whether our 
current policy toward Iran is a d equate to achieve oer interests. 
Ky staff has prepared a draft M80 (Tab A) which can servo to 
stlnMlate our thinklnq on O.f. policy toward Iran. Z would 
appreciate your revievinf tho draft an an eyes only basis and 
provldinq no with your ea—s ets and suofostions. 1 so concerned 
about the possibility of leakaye should ws decide not to pursue 
this char, ye in policy with the President. Zf you feel that we 
should consider this chanye, then 2 would refer the paper to tho 
SZ6(FP) in preparation for an *tPQ neotinq with the President. 
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MAT7OVAL JlCUlirr PfCIJIStt 
PUfCTJMl 
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draft 
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iuL-JsULa TgiaiLim 






Dynamic political evolution' it tskinf place Inside Iran. 
Instability caused by tbc preaauras of the Iray-Iran var, ^ 
economic deterioration and rtflms inflfhtlnf craata tha potaaiii 
for major chanysa in Iras. Tha Soviet Onion is battar positions' 
than tha O.S. to exploit and benefit from any power struyyle tha 
results in changes in the Iranian rsfiae, at wall at increatlna 
socio-political pressures. In this environment, tha saerysnee e 
a reflate sore compatible with American and Western interests is 
unlikely. Soviet success in takinf advents ye of the emerylnf 
power struffle te insinuate it self in Iran would Chance the 
ttratoelc balance in the 4r 

Te ve pursue a number or broad. 

_f»tem foairrmf PflSIir short-term challenye must be to 

block Moscow's efforts te increase Soviet influence (now and 
after the death of Khomeini). This will require an active and 
sustained prey ram to build both our leverafi and our 
understandiny of the internal situation so as to enable us to 
exert a fleeter and mere constructive influence ever Iranian 
politics. We must I up revs our ability to protect our interests 
durlaf the struffle for succession. 


The most immediate O.S. interests include> 

(1) Proven tiny tbe dislntefrstlee of Iron and preservinf it as | 
on Independent stratefie buffer which separates the Soviet 
Onion from the Persian Celfj 

(2) Limit inf the scope and opportunity for Soviet actions in 
Iran, while posltlealnf ourselves to cope with the chanflny 
Iranian internal situationi _ 

(3) MaintaiaUf accost Is Persian *<fclf oil and.onsuriaf 
unimpeded transit of the Strait cl Borne a; and 

(4) An and to the Iranian fovsrnmest's sponsorship of terrorise 
and its attempts to destabilise the fcvernoents_of^other 1 
Yeficnal states. 
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nr asm 1 p 93 

H« il«« ink other broad and important, If lass inned lately* 

orient, fools. 

(1) Iran'* rtiwftlM of a noderete end conitnMtivt rola aa a 
nabar respectively of Om non- c om u niat political 
aannrrr of lta raflooi end of tha world petroltun 
a c o n c oy i 



(2) 


(31 


continued Iranian resistance to tha expansion of Soviet 
power la itncral, aad to tha Soviat occupation of 
Affhanlataa la particular* 

aa aarly aad to tha Xran-Xrap var which la not oadlatad by 
tha Soviat Onion aad which 4oat not foedaoentelly altar tha 
balance of power la tha rofioai 


(4) elimination of Xraa’a fla«raat aba tat of bwoan rlpbte* 


CS) 


aavoaant toward avantaal necoaliiation of O.S.-Iranian 
diplomatic coaaalar aad cultural relation*, and bilateral 
trada/caaMorcial activitiaai 


(S) resolution of American lapel and financial oleine through 
the lapse tribunal* and 


P) Iranian oodoratlao 00 QWC pcicinp 


1 


MW of oar lot*root* will bo difficult to eebievu. but fivoa 
tha rapidity with which event* are novinf.aod tha oopoitedo of 
tha aukai. it la elear that urpoat new efforts m mairai. li 
oavioaforward, wa Ml ha oapacially carafal ta balance aa* 


ovelvUp roletieoe hlf viU Xraa lo a 1 
tha looser taco p oscpo ct o fac iroo. 

O^annt Iranian 


or that doe* not daoape 


- —... Laadarahio faaaa ita ooat diffiaalt ubolleooes nine a 
Ml M Dm MM liniflHitir 1, UM 

jr.i .initJTrliSiir kSwj. w 

mail mu! irtirtn « * * 

■lull fM«|| Itoffflll MIMNflf I HWtfWf MOUJIt on 

jnZrllTIy declinin' oil rwonoea. fholaoect of those 
SSSSi’fto ftotoMifM hy tha resliestleo |hat Ayatollah 
wIaIui »1 aantal and physical health ia frafilo# which in turn 
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Onlsss tbe acceleration of edverse ailittry, political end * 
economic developments is reversed, tbe Khomeini refine viu (ict • 
serious instability U.o. uti'itfiM denonstrstions, 

•trikn. uimlMtioa ittMfti, sabotaye »»4 otbor destabilising 
activities throechout, increasinfly lavolvinf tbo lover classes). 
This condition will sap officials' enerfles end fovernment 
NMurcM. intaaaifyiuf differences too a* I ran ion leaders as tbe 
fovernment tries to avoid sistakii that would provoke popglar 
upheaval and threaten continued control. 

While it is impossible to prediet tbe course of the enerpinp 
power (truffle, it is possible to discern several trends which 

5 must bo accounted for by O.f. policy. As domestic pressures 
mount, decision-nakin§ Is likely to be monopolised by individuals 
representing tbe seme unstable six of radical, conservative and 
ultra-conservative factions that now control tbe Iranian 
government. Tbo loofer Khomeini llsfers la power, the oore 
likely the power struffle will intensify, and the ftester the 
number of potential leaders who aifht affect the outcome of the 
V^strufflc. 

Tbo ultimate strength of various clerical groups and the power 
coalitions they may form are not known. Icvever, the weaknesses 
of various opposition froups -- inside Iran and abroad -- are 
evident, especially tbo lack of a leader with sufficient stature 
C to rival Khomeini and hie ideas. Tbo most likely faction in a 
1 newer struffle to shift Iranian policy in direction* more 
\ acceptable to the West — sboeld their influence increase — are 
/ conservatives wortinf from within tbe yovernment *f«i*«t tbe 
[ redicalc, hadicala w ithin the reeine. and the leftist 
I opposition, ere the troupe muct likely to Ufluonco the course el 
^events in ways inimical to Western interests. 

Tbe Iranian royaler armed forces represent e potential source ef 
both sower and Inclination to neve Iran hack into a more 
OTO-u ec tem pooitiom. PepiresenUtivea of every factioo inside 
SdsMsids the refine recofuise the potential importance of tbe 
military and are cultivate* contacts with thcscforces. 

•owever, as lamf at the hay remains committed in tbe war with 
Xraf it will not ha in a pcaitiao ta iatarvena in Tehran. 

•s^T.^rts * 

Itth. mtS .1 tt. F«| 


item 
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Tho tovintt m vfU ivm ol th# tvoWlM 4«vil«pM»ta in.Iran. 
Thny viH li aptly carrot*u4>itUk iMintivaa ta Uaa 

in thn toopo af trlMlnf Tohma U Momow't tma ft» u laprov«4 
tilataral rtlitionaiip that te«14 aam «• a haaia (at aajar 
«rovtl in lavlat laflHaaa'ia Sinn. NaaeawvlU alaaaly ratitt 
«aiy Irani taviH Oa mat ora lion of • prfVailira Iraniu 
tovarnaaal. 
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O) 


- with allies «b 4 f»iasd4__ 
the rfthtlM tf Um ivi«nr 




(4) Taka a Svante fa af prwfiop pelltlcel f recantation by< 

— diMtntly easwAleitlAf «u 4aalra fox correct a 
relatione to potentially receptive Iranlaa loader a > v 



ftevidlAf snpport to elements offoaoO to Thonalsl and « 
the radicals. 


r 

^U«) 

(7) 

Jl) 

19) 


Avoid actions which coo 14 a liana t a proeps potentially 
receptive to improved 0.9.-Iranian ralatioaa. 


Respond to Iranian-sopported terrorism with military action \ ! 
apelast terrorist isfrastrvctsr*. 

tnbanco ok. : effort to discredit Moscow*a Islamic credentials j 
with a more viyorons VOX effort tarpeted oa Iraa. j. 


► actlom pies la aop p orl of tho basic policy f •’ 

Lve, both for near-term contlnp o s c los (e.p. depth os 
li) aa wall aa tho loop-term restoratioo of O.f*, * " 


Oavalop 
object!'-- 

Khomeini) - 

infloanee in Tehran 

with respect to the Coif wars 


Centime to encoerape third party initiatives to teak vy 

as end to the wnri 


$ 


< 

\ 


Increase military cooperation with Culf Cooperation 
Connell conn tries, and >1 star t.l. milit sx^ ^ V 
capabilities U thmjM ortfeto enable (WRObto be 
fmGy cepeble of cor^pp esfliu m%Mlo^|<g| 

Sseh to cib.lrstiilsilisriBmi with it^rodXfeol v 
allies (l.o. ffria end lAym). ^ 
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MEMOJUOTCUH FOR TXf ASSISTANT TO THK pAsiftHT FOR HAT ZONAL 
SICURITY AFFAIRS .. . . . 

•* i v*t v3 

fUSJICTi US Policy Toward Iran (S) 


(TS> This memorandum raaponda to your request for comanta on 
tho draft MSOO on US-Xranian raiatlona. While X agree with many of 
tho Mjor point* in th* paper, aavaral of th* propooad action* mm 
queetibnable. Moreover, it i* extremely difficult to conaider an 
explicit revicioo of our policy toward Xran a* lon« a* we continue 
to receive evidence of Iranian complicity in terrorist action* and 
planning against u*. X do not beliav*, therefore, an NSDO should 
bo issued in the proposed fora. 

(TS) X fully support the policy objective that ”our primary 
short-tens challenge must be to block Moscow's efforts to increase 
Soviet influence.” If we are successful, of course, this will put, 
us in a better position to realise a longer-term goal of having at 
least neutral/non-hoatile relations with poet-tt»omeinl Iran. Under 
no circumstances, however, should we now ease our restriction on are 
sales to Xran. Attesting to cut off arms while remaining neutral 
on sales to either belligerent is one of the few ways we have to 
protect our longer-range interests in both Xran and Xraq. A policy 
reversal would be seen as inexplicably inconsistent by those nations 
whom we have urged to refrain from such sales, and would likely 
lead to Increased arms sales by them and a possible alteration of 
the strategic balance in favor of Xran while Khomeini is still th* 
controlling influence. Xt would adversely affect our newly emerging 
relationship with Xraq. 

(Tf) There are other actions, however, some of which are ispli 
in the draft NSDO, that we could take now under our current policy 
to try to prevent an lnorease in Soviet influence and to lead toward 
a more moderate post-lftemelnl Xrani 
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UllULftgOII ILU 


U4 44 


— Given batter information from intelligence sources. mi, 

way^t^e#tablia^eontect^#lt^*no^^te^^^^^U|fc| 

^^la^^rtanwolen^h^dninTstretTo^^HHR 

rule but who also favor poiieiaa mora favorable to US 
«nd Western Intaraata. and davalop taetlca for providing 
political and/or financial support to those alamanta 
opposed to Khomeini and tha radleala. 


.. Through contact# with alllaa and friends, va should die- 
craatly communlcata our daalra for correct relations to 
potantlally racaptiva Iranian laadara baaad on thalr 
ranunciation of state-supported terrorism, thalr wllllng- 
naaa to seek a nagotlatad aattlamant to tha Xran-Xreq war, 
thair non-intarfaranca in othar atataa affalra. and thalr 
cooparation ln-aattling US-Iranian claims la tha Hague 
Tribunal* 

-- Maintain our neutrality In tha Xran-Xraq war while encour¬ 
aging third party initiatives to and the conflict and in¬ 
creasing political-military cooperation with Oulf Coopar¬ 
ation Council countrlea. 

Public Diplomacy 

.. our public statements on Iran should bring pressure to 
bear squarely where it is needed--on tha current Iranian 
rMiaa. Xn tone* our public poeitloo mot avoid caatlng 

;ni“ .««««; *»« o.. 

wall as Shia Islam, as tha annoy, but ahould aphasias 
opposition to tha policies of tha present Iranian governmen 
andtha corrupt mllahs inside tha government. Our state¬ 
ments ahould aim to encourage thoaa elements in Iran who 
disagree or oppose regime policies. 
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(Tfl) I concur with the balance of the reconmenda<loA£ <n- rh 9 
draft MOO In eo-far aa thay support currant US policy. My rac&. 
mandat ion* reflect ay vary strong vlaw that US policy must remain 
steadfast in the face of international lawlessness perpetrated b$ 
the Iranian regime. Changes in policy and in conduct, therefore, 
must be initiated by a new Iranian government. By remaining firmly 
oppoeed to current Iranian government policies and actions, yet 
supportive of moderation and a longer term improvement in relations 
once the regime has changed, we can avoid the future enmity of the 
Iranian people and develop the leverage necessary to cmnter a 
possibly vary dangerous increase in Soviet Influence. In partic¬ 
ular, we need to be prepared for a possible period of turmoil as 
the regime begins to change, by building up effective instruments 
of influence and access to people and organisations within Iran, 
so as to counter a Soviet attest to proaete a pro-Soviet successor 
regime. 


£ 


cct Secretary Shults 


■mu 
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iM Vlll 41(001 
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N 28724 


to km Ntmi viu too 
Lrcroft kmlMijMiM! 
VlUcell^^^^fefce vll 

ukiiuTHI lilWT Um i 


__ m frlOcy JJ Nov. 

Aircraft. omo 4 ky « proprietor? 
[It for TokrU. Um olroro<] 

II MINI* M Te| 

VIU tko p roped"" 
m4, tkelrH 
vlll cellf 
Mint to coll 
to tko Q.t. lOkoooy. 



joro la olao tko poeoikillty tkot tkoy will koo4 over tko rroook keatege 
vko lo very 111 . 

Tko re lo o r 040 1 reseat for 44 e44ltleaol veepo of tko aoao aooooolotoro 
for 0 total repolreooat of 1M. | 1 M lo paysoat for tko flnt M koo 

kooa 4opoolto4 U the appropriate ateoaat. No ooft vlll loa4 lo Takolo oatll 
tko ANCITt kovo kooa 4ollvoro4 to tko aokeaoy. Tko Iraaioao kero aloe oako4 
to erOar o441tloaal itooo u tko hnrt aa4 kovo kooa toll tkot tkoy vlll 
ke coaalOoroO after tklo ootlvlty koo avoooo4o4. All traoafer ar« apoaoata 
kovo kooa ao4o ky Olok SooorO, wko Oooarvoa a oo4ol for klo ootroerOleery 
akart act loo offorto. 


toploalakaoot orrao g aseoto are koii| ao4o tkvewpk tko NOO par thee lag office 
la SYC. Tkoro lo. to aoy tko loeat, coaolAorokta etulety tkot ve vlll 
aaaahav Oolay oa tkeir ploa to parokoao 1M of tkooo vaopoao la tko ooat 
fov 4oya. UM year Mat net 1 mm 1 kovo toll tkolr agoat tkot vo vlll soli 
tkoa 120 itaao ot o price tkot tkoy 00 a soot. 1 kovo fortkor to 14 tkao tkot 
vo vlll sake as effort to save oa tkolr parokoao LOA repseot aatil vo kovo 
oil five AHCtn aofoly 4olivaro4. lo akort, tko prooaoce lo oa tkoa. 


Toaorrov vo vlll 41apotok 0 


Aokrlaf ti 
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• **;••■* ^availarie r.g*t now, suitarle for «*;. 

...tr# are .*. a: Red River irser.ai • ** intended :: - 

'wAs a.-.: : ::r •:rta, Sever. o: these art intended f:r 

but the :*#*..« car. be frrt; " 

• The -L5J.lt.* a: * *: ?;ver ::it U‘. :* i";t;e ; 

r.?t r.ecejf srt a :;r-. rr;c», ar.d re?iace*tr.t i 

aj S4J*,* ; a;:tct. 

• Thu*. th* rota! ^ all for U? mssiies would be S36>:.i - i:;. ; - 
To this. applicable c.iar;t> would have to be aided ;sa* 

'hadcinistrauon charge, packing and transport charges, pu» 
storage*. 

• The aissilts fo-r Korea and (JAE would have to be replaced, so 
OSAA will need the money to replace thea. 

• The nodalities for sale to Iran pre'ient foraidable difficulties: 

•• Iran is not currently certified for rales, includm? 
indirectly as a third country, per Sec. 3 of the ;s:a. 

Congress must be notified of all sales of S14 million 
or more, whether it is a direct sale or indirect to a 
third country. The notice aust be unclassified (except 
for som details), and the sale cannot take place until 
—_ 30 days after the notice. The 30 days can be waived for 

direct sales, but the third country transfer has no such 
provision and notice aust still be given in any case. 

•• Thus, even if the aissilss were laundered through Israel, 
Congreea would have to be notified. 

- * It is conceivable that the sale could be broken into 3 or i 
packages, in order to evade Congressional notice. 

While {here it no explicit injunction against splitting 
up such e sale (subject to check...), the spirit and the 
practice of the law is against that, and all Adnimstrat.: 
ha.ve observed this scrupulously. 

It is conceivable that, upon satisfactory consultation wit 
Chairmen lugar’aad Fatcell and their minority counterparts 
they might agree to splitting the sale into smaller 
packages. 

The customer countries (UAE and Korea) would have to be told that 
their deliveries had bttn reschsduled, but we would no: have to 
tell thee why. he would not wan: to charge them nore for later 
deliveries. \ 
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- r a^^ ; r; : r-: :a: .* 

lz :r»^ ever found cut. the*. -ould :* great l'- :rr;ts:*;. 
T-f :r »curc** :: juyrl are -or* readilv 

iaf.tr* *culd be no effect in that 

r«i-*ct. 

5a-i. ; ra':;a ar.i :.-.* :v«r Culf Stages would also be 
irritated ar.d alar-*:. 


:: :?ra*: Wtr* u«*d a* :-* laur.dtrm; count?-.- th*v w:uld 
t* greatly *r.::urag#d :: continue selling to .ran, an* :: 
expand their sales. 

I: the sal# becane kr.:wn, all bars would b# removed fro-, 
salts by such cour.tr:** a* Spam, Portugal, Greece, UK. 
Italv, and FRG, cour.tr:*s who ar# only barely restrained 
from’overt, large sales to Iran now. 


In short, the risk is that of prolonging and intensifying 
the Iran*Iraq war, while seriously coiapromisint US influence 
over Israel and other countries to restrain sales to Iran. 
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*•* arraptaara toatab, tat umi ia a vary iSiiS'j** 
ftil*!** **• •iMllaa will knt M tivar aatilali? 

10M far taatlaf. w * lt 4vu 

- Than aaalb bo m lapart aa tbo 0AS if aa ably u«l> 

at !!!!* !■ ?• KOfraa^ baa alippab ia otbar vaya, **J ! ** 

ac co—aba tab vitbia tba Mrtil prodootloa load tia* ^ 

■oat aloailaa. ” rapiaco- 


raplaeo 

- to tba baat of oar kaovlodfo. all of 0.8. Any x-iam. . 
vitb aaita u4 aboald aat ba ooaaiborab froa divoraiS"*^ 1,1 


- Bait rapl 
total 


* roplaeaaoat oriea of itAM aitailaa la aboat $m 
packayo priea for SO would approslaata $22.Sb,Jil 
I4SN. Oaekaya yrleai liwlodo fH8 oanbaryaa.' ° r 100 


ua 

• Any baa aboat flHfl|fC»a (lacladiay 
aaaiaat a dlatrlbWYloa royalraaoat of aboat 
12.m X-toa oiaallaa ara availably ia - a 



««»r 


tab aa tba ooabara, tba Lipaet aa Any of obiayiaa i im 
i iaaoblatoly aaaU ba aorloao bat aat iatalarabl! 

.aa aaalb bara to ba takaii froa traapa. taaab aa ik." 
laaaaa af tba rafalraaaat, aab kooplay la slab that*** 
faaalb raeaiaa VOV-U roplacoaant aitailaa. it ia likolvff? 
Anj aaalb raloataatly aeyaioaoa u iaaabi ata bbiyaaat aftba*** 


i faaatlty, 

t priaa 
total p r efe rpa 


- Mt priaa af tba roalactata t WWX aiaolU ia nm ... ... 
i priaa aaalb appraaiaata M38. vitb 


oartharyaa. 

• Ball vary froa probar tiaa af voa-xi ary barb aiaaiiaa to tba 
Any aaalb aaaar abort tba boai Mi ay of or IfM. If aooaaaiJv— 
tbaaab Uia la aat ta e oa r aa l t d —aap r a ria ataly 2,HO aballocatob 

* 4 fiin[ 37 nb.CH» u Any’ u SSiib 


faartar CV 1007. 






530 


Exhibit CWW-10 


IX H I»IT 

.cva^L 


' UNULA55irii:U 
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•. - U 21525 

Th«n la ao food war .td knp this project fro* ultimately 
belay aade pupilc. followley art Urn loyal methods toyctber 
with a bclefdleceesl** a* tha paaflhlllty af compromise. 

• Tha President eaa aaka a d*ter»iaatio*, Seetle* 114 af W 

tha Fareiya Maistaaea Act, which woald waive tha atatata Which 
requires tha normal Ceayressional oatificatiaa udar Sactlaa 
M(b> af tha Arm* Saport Coatral Act (AKA). — 

- fraaldaat Mat aatlfy tha Speaker af the hoese and tha 
Chairman af tha Pertly* halatiaaa CcMlttoa^KovUa awrltten 
1 oatificatiaa, aad coaaolt with bath tha Chairman af tha Porelyn 
Salat ioaaCaMlttaaaod tha Chair*, a af tha Peralta Affaire 
CoMiittaa. Thla coo Id be done ia a elaaslfied, eleee-hold M fl aar 
ia tha baat proapact far ellmlactlny laaka fro* Conyresalona 
ISorcla? iallvaf, AhTprabla* woald come with actoally aaacoti 
. Latter af Offer (LOA) far tha aatarlal wtthaat dlacloelay ta 
tha aatlra Security Analstaace CcMunlty that tha President had 
walwS U! awed for Sectloa M(b> aatlficatlo# iSeadqearter. 

Army, OSASAC, aad KXCOM, all era aware af tha loyal requirement 
ooV to proceaa tha U>A» wtthaat tha Mth) aatlflcatlaa praieaa). 

. fha OSO Oaaaral Ceeaeel ahaald be aakad personally ta confirm 
that Sactiaa S14 la laqal oader these circumstances, since thla 
aothorlty saver ha a been axarciaad la thla way. 

• The fraaldaat ooald alee aa aaeraeaey aatlflcatloa under 

Sactiaa wait!a* th! formal 4-Sy attiflcatio* period. 

This requires a certlflcatlo* that aa s*erfeacy waists, aad the 
res non at be ref or. Nhila thla aatlficatlo* woald ba classified, 

IS1SSl>lktM « M bXiM Nil) Ml« U brw^ctM. 

woald ba U* for th* Sectla* 114 deta rmiaat lo* ••■rioted aboea^ 
Additionally, tha Saemrlty Aaaistaacc Cc**a*lty would have to ba 

SSSawta ^jssfsr^snsr 
assess 

tha | awaatarT af th* uasaUI l aval wad, aad it 1* poddibi*. taat 

sS£ 5 SJ 

oaatamplatadf th* X-fO* q«**tltla« *ifbt ar *l«ht m% caaaa 
s patelatie*. 
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C 40 • 


: have been briefed on the being mode bv private 

parties co obtain we coiooso of Americans held hostage m 
tfto Middle Use. ond heresy find Wat the following oponsia.-.i 
in foreign countries (including oil lupport nocoooory to 
suon operations) oro important co wo national security of 
We Unietd Scotot. looouso of wo extreme sensitivity of 
wese operations, in Wo exercise of Wo President's consti- 
cutionol ouworitioo. X diroot wo Oiroooor of Cenuti 
Intelligence not to brief Wo Conyreoa of We am tod States, 
as provided for in Section SOI of wo National Security Act 
of 1947. as amended, until auen ciae as X say diract otherwise. 


!S2£i uiaams 

Hostege Rescue • Tho provision of asslstoneo by ena 

Middle last Central Intelligence Agency to 

private pastioo in Weir attempt to 
obtain wo release of Aster lean a 
hold hosteye in tho Kiddle Cast. 

Sueh as sis tan co is to include wo 
provision of transportation, 
communications, and other necessary 
support. As part of Wese efforts 
eortain forolyn materiel and munitions 
say be provided to We Government 
of Xran which is takiny stops to 
facilitate wo reloaeo of Wo 
American hosteyoo. 

All prior actions taken by O.S. 
Government officials in furWsrance 
of this effort are herefcy ratifltd. 


The white House 
Washington, O.C. 


Tonsil 


D.t. I 
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““ UNCLA SSIFIED 

•^HMKUr 


MOTS FBOH: QUVt* NOtTV 
SUjMt: FtlVAtt UJIC CHOT 

Subject: Carrao < turn of Op*r»l« Ucovary: Fellow 1*4- r { 

-bssod oa A lscuav Lorn* la 9«a*r* meop Klmte, Copy, Oarbmlfahr md 
^^■■l^wkich von umIuM tkl* waa km d, ral diseaseloai 

*nt neaoy Harr a her* la Vaabimtm sblck are coat 100104, «4 calls bi 
Copy aad Kim*/s um (Mlarodi) irte is "baby «ittlap" U* Irmlsua la 
Faria (wten 'tep on on racsirtap ptldaasa fro* Totem). 


n:: 

N 29723 





Tim attaaptad trmfuMBgH^of U late aissilos mt awry 
teaaasa tte traaiaae wa#4 la Jaot satklap a w tapoas ayataa Use waaId bo 
saptela of itoppiM telat rtaa a asiaaaact fllpita alaap tte Imte'lofitt 
barter ate «a tte I roam/Iraqi tetter . <3trba rptd tkas tteaa fU*kta occur 
.ra«»l a* ly ate as daap aa 40al laalte Iraaiaa airspace laaama Ute later 
ate Lateaa wan m f m ili a r vttk tte oparstioaal pitawom of tka Kite, ttey 
aerate to step 110 aaapa aa Us* wars totally laatepmo ca aaa* tte rtyats 
aa tab listed by tte Iraaiaa*. Tte* Salivary tea treated m t tasty bora of 
aatraordlaery teat root oa tte part of tte Iraaims; la f 

vlao. baa aaa a tte oxateblllty of tte Perbap- 

probably barn sarloaaly csllte lsta quest ti 


Oaapita Uia pareaptloa (Porte a old aaaoroaa time tte* ttea vtela ttea* 
waa a "ekaotlaf paaa” oa tte osrc af tte Iarmlla), Capp b links have 
baaa abla to p r essed with a r eamed dietopee wteob still protests hapa 
for ackievlap oar Uroa objectives: 

— aoppart for a prcp ac tlc - any orlmted faatloa vteeb eaald tote over 
la a ckaape af psvo nam t 

— return af tte flva AHCXT baatspaa 

•• so aero carrorlm dlraatod epeiaat 0.1. psrsooael or Ut or oats. 

Froa thssa sopolap disease laes, wteob la cm cosea laeloded Iraaiaa 
telitsry officers, Copp aad tlaate coeelode tte* tte ellltory aituetioo 
la Irsa is deeper at a. Tte Iraaiaa daaarlptioaa of tte itota of ttelr 
o^uip ao a t, lack of n aepc t m t aaaapaamt, laability ta tea auk of tte 
raaelalaf 0.1. aatoxlol part oa da tte real psssibllity of a telitsry 
collapse (at lasat by tte Amy) Is tte aasr ta eld* tern. Tkas, ttera la 
csaaldaraklo proa aura oa tte latarloa atsr a la I o r op ■ to piodaao • quickly. 



Givea tho ralotiraly loo loaol of coapotaaeo oa tte port af tte Iroaloo* 
la Ccrops, aad tte foot tte* aay rappllao delivered will mdocbtodly bars 
to bo armload by m Amy tr Air Fare* officer, it la vary doubtful t>-t 
a "clapls treases*isa" orraapaamt am be worked oat vitk tte partita la 
Tokrm, so aattar wka*. la spread to la I trope , ta etert, ttey kave ba-a 



"seaamd” aa aaay tiam la tte paat tkas tte art 1 coda of distreat la vary l 
klph oa tteir port. A* tte cam tin, la ell diaoaoolam (lm» ad lap today's'- 
pteao oalla) ttey art da op a rtt a ta aaaalada too* klad of arrmpmmr la tte 
aoat IP doy* aad kavo avoa sated tkas tte motfsp ub ada l ad for Isrurday la 
Uadnte advaaaod . loood m wbat wo cm camludeQBBmHBlBfc 
fHHvt bo Have tkst ttey art very coaocmod tkas tte te r t a po a TtSST mly 
IrSum lovorapa polat baa Idas tte Jam la Irm) aay te killed or eapteeed/ 
roloosod by tte SyTloao, Pram, Pkaloapo or Asti la tte soar future. Voice a 
cootoato wltk tte coptom saaao to eorroboroto 1' 
tin 1* vary abort for all partlm coaaaraod. 






m 
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• aer» reasonable government in Iran. Tram wf person- I discussions 
with Kimcho *o<l. Heron 1C Is ippirut tht the IitMlii wont: the w«r to 
continue «t « itilwiu, * sort moderate Iranian (oviraaut la the end 
aad will som eh ow find « way to continue getting their people (Jews) out 
of lr*a through toot kind of b«rt«r arran geme nt. la that th« first two 
of choir goals sro, it would seen, generally eoagruoat w/ our latortscs, 
sad tholr lost • fact of Ufo, wo should probably bo soolag tho rocurn 
of tho ArtCIT hostsgos so * subsidiary boaoflc -* not cho primary objective, 
though It a*y. bo a part of tho noeossary firs, stops la aehlovli^ tho broad*r 
objectives. While Klmcho, Heron, Copp aad t all agree that th»re is a high 
degree of risk la pursulag tho course we have started, we are oow so 'ar 
down the road that stopping what has been started could have evea more 
serious repercuss lorn*. Ve all view the next steps ** "confidence 
building" oa the part of both sides. Noae of us have asy Lllusloos about 

the cast of characters we are dealing with oa the other side. They are 

a primitive, unsophisticated group who a*e extraordinarily distrustful of 
the Vest in general aad the Israells/U. S. in particular. They have oot the 
slightest Idea of what la going on in our govs rn ms n t or how our system works. 
Today for example. Gorbe called Copp in absolute coofus loo over the fact 
that Xafsaajani had just received a latter from (of all people) Sem. Heine 
regarding the American Hostages. Since the Iranians are adamant that they 
not be publicly connected with the selsure. holding or release of the AMCXTs. 
wh*. Gorba wanted to know, was Helms bring brought into this "solution to 
the puaale.” Gorba reiterated that "latri ought to have more control over 
the members of his perllment" than to allow them to confuse an already 

difficult problem. Dick cold him the letter had nothing to do with what 

we are about, but Gorba did not seam convinced chat this wasn’t some sort 
of effort to embarass Iran. 

Given this very unsophisticated view of things on their part and the dis¬ 
trust chat the Iranians ohvioi.'ly feel, we believe that if we stop the 
current effort at this point and do not at least proceed with a test of 
the current relationship we: „ 

-- run the risk of never being able to establish a foothold for the 
longer term goal* in that the people we are dealing with will be 
totally discredited at home; and 

-- incur the greater likelihood of reprisals against us for leading 
them on." These reprisals could take the form of additional hostage 
seizures, execution of some/all of those now held, or both. 


Finally, there is the matter of 


UJlJiWiiiUfclJr 


what we., 


should be attempting to accomplish via a vis the tram-ire* war aad i* 


While the threat to carry out sanctions against us has not, to my knowledge, 
ever arisen (It certainly has not since Kimche/Copp/North have been 
directly engaged — aad Hicks el never mentioned it), It la Interesting to not* 
that when Copp questioned the bona fide* of Gorba aad his cohorts as capable 
of delivering oa their aad at the arran g ement, Gorba carefully noted that 
since these discussions began w/ Michael k Schwlamer, there has not been a 
single Islamic Jihad bomb threat, hijacking «r kidnapping - aad that there 
would be none If this "worked." D.I., Copp aad I regard this to be at least 
one sign of confidence that this activity ma> yet prosper. Thar* are some 
lesser Indications of confidence in recent days: 

- in response to Copp’a demand for funds to be deposited in advance to 
defray operational coats, and what the Iranians were told were purchases 
on the arms market* a total of *41H has been deposited; . . 

-- «he II KAVKs delivered last week have been r ep ackag e d and are reedy for 
return to origin on tho next available flight; 

-- the parties la Europe continue to stress that their r *^J**^** 

long-term aad that they are anxious to get on with a longer range program 
oT**.ra*Ti*origi«atedsupport which would i^ud. t^hjlcs \ ""**"*« 
sophisticated hardware which la critically needed bu«d^lined( iat his 
rigged Gothg_«t one point noted that at time* they have as few as 30 
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With all of tbs ibov* u t lengthy presoble dMcrtbiag two soany- 
rattle vmU w/ .tbo Israelis * traalsas, tho following proposal has evolved 
(Slab tbo Iranians today said they wd like to discuss in detail 
oo Saturday: 

•• Tbs total "po <h s go "‘fron tbs Israelis wd consist of SO I HAWK* w/ PIP 
(product lop roucoun t package) sad 3300 basic TOWs. 

— Oollvorlaa wd rn —a nc s oo or about U Oecsober aa follows: 

1-hr: 1 707 w/300 TOWs • l AMIT 

f+10hxs: • i 7C7 (saoa A/C) w/300 TOWs ■ 1 AHCtT 

t+lthra: 1 747 v/SO KAWKs A 400 TOWs - 2 AtiCITs 

«420brs: 1 707 w/300 TOWs • 1 AM IT 

■+24kra: 1 747 w/2000 TOWs • french Hostage rr 


All involved on our sldo recognise that this does not noot one of tba 
baa la criteria eetebliebod at tho openin* of thla venture: a sin*la 
tr ana act ion which wd bo procedod by a ralaaao of tho hostagM. However, 
pi van tba pnlnta above regarding tbo outual dlatruat la tho dlaloguo, wa 
all be Hero It is about tbo only way wo can gat tho ovarall process ooviag. 
Heasurea bare been taken to reduco tbo chance for duplicity on tbo part of 
tbo Iranians sad to preserve a naaaura of OPftC in carrying out tbo 
traasaction. In tbo caso of a double croaa, one of tho Irani ans will 
bo in tho hoods of Moots we control throughout. One of thooH|H^IA_ 
hM already sufforod s serious (though apparently oot fetal) 
sftor list week's HAWK transaction foiled to produce results. Tbo first 
two deUverlee, vis 707 freighters sra relatively swell and if they do not 
\ reduce the daalred out c o oes , all also a tops. All $ are now under our 
/ octroi. 


OpiCC concerns ore threefold: coanualcatlons, dollveriM anroute 
to Iron sad ropleaisbasnc of tho Israeli stocks. To solve tho first 
problen on OH Code is now in use by all part 1m. This coda is sinllsr 
to tho one used to oversee deliveries to tha Nicaraguan Insistence and 
hM never been c onp r onlacd. Tbo delivery/flight planning security problen 
hM been solved by a ouch aore deliberate selection of aircraft and aircrews 
aa wall m a sewlM of transient airfields which can be used enroute to the 


; 


field controlled by the Iranian Amy at Tabris. App ropriate arrangenaots 
have also boon node to ensure that the overflight of is not 

challenged. All A/C will bo ins posted by eon of tbo Iranians at s 
traaslent location betw e en Tni Aviv and Tabris. lafora tho A/C actually 
crouses into Iranian sirspaas, tbo appropriate ralaasa(s) oust occur. 

Tho Imi OPflC connora, that of replenishing Israeli stocks, U probably 
tbo noot delicate Is soo. Tbo quantity of TOW* requested reprMenta MNN 
Horan and I are working w/ tba laraall purchasing 
office is WTC to ensure that the raplealshmat-ean be scconpl inked < 
after Dscsnbsr U aa pnaaibla. All recognise that quantltus ■T“^ 
■■■■HMHldagrada Xsraall roadinoas and that tbo itena wll 
be dlspatabodquiekly in order to proolodo dlsaffMtlon end looks. Huron baa 
salved at least own of tbo problem la this regard by Identify lag s noses of 
'.ram furring tbo required cash to so 1 DP a t t oas t which will allow cash (rather 
.ban PM credit) purchases free tbo U.S. 

Ia order to put this plan into action, K lochs. Copp^tchwlmer and Goode? 
plan to mot in London on Saturday earning to revim all art augmen ts. If 
wo ore satisfied that ail our Meats (maty, aircraft, aircrews, transit 
f sallitles, overflight art an g en eats and oil it ary equlpmn t) sra pre pared. 
Coeojsnd Ktmho will stWpM anqtbar .boto*-w«b-0orbs fU4 ‘ 
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.‘ 1 • *■•'•** 4i our :ou. 

(«fiw 4a r .44' aujuco changoa. I wd choo ca11 /ou (uaing tac Ops coda), 
tiiir 1 '' tho tgraod upot mwitauu for «pprovol and, if yoa 

Ki*ch* k Copp will mic uiia w/ eh* Iranian* m Sunday «.*{< 2 

to «pw»* oar Ut i wMi e with eh* plan- Co** 4 Good* vd return. to eho 
U.S. Soodor *.*. «* soparat* flight*. Oa tho nth, th* dow hofor* 
s #pl* U to b« axocatod, Co** will ootablioh » CP 1a VBglkot eh* 
^■■leontrollod 4ftfl*U^Bj|H|wh*ro ho can aonieor iSTSanShtioo 
w ^~»»o*_lt at any polo* wodo oiio. Th* aococdory f iolao i 

•■■■■■■■■■■■MwiU b* eovorod hr Cop* coat rSTTadaaSIVS i 
who or* sot witting of tho tr-o orl*m. doocuuttoa or coataata of Sill 
i/C but who eoo fin things in * hurr y if togrthing go** vrosg. Oa* 
of oar oeh*r pooplo wil» p# u contact Jggggggg throughout. 


K .*** 




oar Nory fflMJ whor* eh*y will b* plohod a* 

Viosbodoa for dobrloflng. Ifhrw lot*r Ooklty will pr oco *d fro* Andrews in 
ca Vioobodod with fo*ily oonbor* •' efm* Allowing uo 24 untstarrapeod boors 
for dobrlsflag. Th* dobrlaf c«o* will ho atagod «c Vioobodoa 12 boars 1* 
•Orameo. Just oo wo did cmo w —ho ago wieboos nocaxlocy. Daw oy 1* th* oaly 
oehor parson ftU lr witting of this oacir* ploa. Co** is not brlofod a* 
though h* suspocto. Th* loroolio or* 1* th* >o*o 
pooitio*. Dowoy and 1 how* bMa throagh th* whol* eoacopt sole* looking 
for holoo aod eon find Uetlo ehot eon ho doa* to to*row* it giro* th* 
"erase factor" with eh* Iranian*. la that oil porti on lawolwo d how* 
jroot^Utor*oc_laJma^flg,^feio_oo gala eta pwaibU .jMHMMBI 

hoioiw* 

* s eh* risk. I howo oot confided 1* Dowoy rna* longer ear* goal* 

{ ild/ahould hop* co ochl*wo. Thao, th* only portlo* fully oworo of 
Wr dlnonsloao of whoc w* or* about aro fa* and Id. 


[ hawo givoa caroful consideration eo whot you auggsotod ro an KOI oooclng 
iith th* Iranians in an offort to obtain rolaaoo of eh* hoatag** hofor* 
i carting oa an of fort co undo eho proa oat ragio*o in Tohroa. Like you and 
tud, l find eho idoo of hart or lag owor th* Uvoo of thooo poor *o* repugnant, 
'otholooo. I bo 1 lows that wo aro, at this point, barring uoforaoo* dor• lop* 
to in London or Tol Awlw, to* far along with eho Iranians to risk tuning 
a now. If wo do not oc loaat oak* on# aor* cry oc this point, w* 
id o good etuaco of eo*do*oiag so*o or til to dooth and o toaowod 
» of lalaalc Jihad eorroria*. Vhilo tho risks of procooding or* 
ilflcaat, th* ticks of oot trying on* last tin* aro area gxaacar. 
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Att*ef»o4 in out pi**» to 
diet. 
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If «• it* tt fmut Um doath or aoro of tha heiufti ie tho 
MIX (nuf no appoar to harm four ifUiM iniUlln 

o i nii jMtmfim/ m w ii r 1 • «aaa pitot 

— *tntch and roplt alth a a nt to Xortol cw mcrii month* 
Mtinf it rootiuo. 

— 1,100 Tout tro mutism risk materially. Cost tad cm? 
too be aaiatalaod fey sollimp froa ituk to Ziraol oetr 


— XI hMUfia too rec o ve r ed disclosure doesn't hurt eech. 



This oool4 eause Xrta to 4ollvor t hoctoft to tifa of 
co op* rot Ion. it trill tloo torvo to boo it aorbaaifahr's 
repetition. 


o 


-- Isrool oo«14 do tMt oallttortlly ta4 took routine 
replacements. 

— This fine Q.S. aoro brottkiaf tiao (eaybel). 


Do aothlaft 


pitaV^rR rororoSrtoo la aid-stream oooU Ifaito 
StaiUa firo — heatspot would bo oor mlalana lottos. 


Tboro U • fifth option which boo not yot boon 41 tent tod. wo 
om 1I« with aa appropriate covert ootioa findtoe, ooaatnco 
4oUnrio« tuatlvot, oaimf deoord to oor oooduit to oootrol 
OtHMlfUr mad* delivery oporttlooo. This proposal hot 
ooatldorafelo aorlt im that wo trill rodooo oor veiaetefeilltiea in 
Ot roplooltfeaoot of Xavaoil steaks aa4 oaa provide ittat like 
tho X^rovod BAM (PO XX) which tha Xvaaiaa Ala foroo wests tad 
tho Xsseslis 4a aot km. fimelly, loom oaa arraepe for third 
ooaatry aatioaala to oaa4oot a aorrw of «tooa4 aa4 air military 
roaoiroaamta which U Oil Oeshemifahr haa feoam attaaptinp to 
ohtalm froa tha Xaraolia fat measly throo a oat ha . 


W-MCRtt- 


o^. 


Xn ttrly la erder that we net taka action to tesnlnate 

the anis tales, the X area Ha proposed that this procast be used 
as Isvaufa to racater the American oltlsana halt hostaye in 
Lebanon. Xt waa 4eal4a4 to tost the validity of this proposal 
and on Ispusbti 14* the Xeraelis, uslny chartered aircraft, 
delivered SM TOW missiles to Tabrls, Iran. Prior to coamenctny 
this operatloo, we corneltted to the Israelis that we would sell 
than repls c anante for the items they had sold and delivered to 
Iran, too days later Severead henjanin weir van released. 































Tha Iranian*, who hm beArtrrcaatsf* with the lirulii, art 
eofMsvit of th* pnaiuri baUf |laea4 oa thatr Hawaiian 
rarretataa in Ubaaea sad that u la entirely likaly that tha 
only latarifa thay will hm over as (tha hastayea) aay no lonqar 
be available la tha naar future. Tbaaa Iranians, tha saao that 
arraayed tha rslaasa of Wale, have bov proposed that In ypehany* 
for an Cartlata dal Ivory of 3,300 TOW alaallas and SO twprovad 
HAWK Surface* to* Air also 11aa froa Zsraal, thay will yaarantaat 

— Tha ralaaaa af tha five Americans and ona of tha french 
ho atayaa still belay bald. 

— Ha further MU Shla fu a daaantallat terror Isa (hljacklnys; 
boablnys, kldaapplnya) dlractad ayeuMI 0.0. props re y or 
paxaonnal. . 

Thar* la eeaalderable raason not to aeeapt this proposal. It is 
contrary ta aay atatad policy of not aaklny concaaslons to 
torxorlata ay thaaa who sponsor thaa. Xt la also possible that 
such a ewnyaaent la a •dauble-croea* la that tha Xxaalaas can 
oat or will not ralaaaa tha captives aa afrie d , tosh aa 
mtAfaaut, hartarlaf foe tha lives af laaoaaat haaa belays, is 
repayment* finally, tha yuaatltles which tha Xraalaaa wish to 
parehaso will slymlflcaatly deyrade Israeli stockpiles sad 
royalra vary proapt replealshaeat. 
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c.i. iBWUtu letvithiuadlflf ths utin of each 

trsnSsciX&Tit wt bo mu 4 thst tte first two Xsrseli 
oIjstUiM in oMfmst with our own intorosts* 


A am ao4«m« zruiu fonnswi is esseatisl to stsbillty 
in-tbo NriUa Golf u>4 NldSsst. 

Suoh s chsnfo of yewersMest in Iron is aost likely to eon# 
about os o oona sy u osoo of « credible ailltsry ostsblishaont 
vbieh is iklt to viOiual tin iro fl oo sl o o fht tadd otor 
Sow lot sdventurlaa/iatiaUotlo*** IWXtisUS'W^Mt the 
imUtlMuMiSl sMt kc usckU of «t Icaft: 
•ui«aEi>wt. y y r . _ ^ 

this MtaMudn umtw i* • «"i«« tMaat to tho 
Ocliof Stotos Vtick mi lOOf-tOT* OdWOrSO WMOfMCMI for 
oar utoroots ic4 wo Most ends i to r to stop its spreed. 


— ftn roturn of tho ABorieon hootsoos \ 
Sooo•tie sod lnternstioosl lisbility 
obwioue hoMcnlisrlsn Aspect. 


will roliorvo o os)or 
in Addition to its 


Tho first throo of thoso son 
fourth Accrued os s cubeidis 


_ll» My Mil m MfclMMl* - ttl tt» 

try Mulit — *T HMn a nn laj tM 


foutl accruad •* • ntiuiuy mmui — »y _ . 

(IMMI o< allowiay tM UmU aalaaaap*opo«a<n»ytM Iranian 

Hint la Mrapf It la tallkalr, >* »*“ ■“*» " “* K**'J 
further toward tM <l»at tin* — u» «« at all m «• »»*>• 
rolosso unloss wo Allow tho process of deliwory to bofin. 

DiamiiMs towsrd this oa4 hows boon proceodinf snoop tho 
limlSirtrMilu *n4s oTi. businossnon set inf priwstely on 
boholf of tho OM for nosriy throo weeks. there sro sowersl 
iadlcAtlons of cc s f Ucc M tJst on srr snf o aon t 
4«t »ha Mi t in levs whAoh vsvii rosult in tho rolosso os toe 

Ma^a^S* SaiSS45i5 aTr.rac... l.adlaf tM.rd th. fir.t 

obloctiros shews a The aiteltsry sitosticn in tho Xrsn/lrsf 

SHsliffiS! sss* "" 

tRaaataaUona**Mutt' 

ho Up or both. 
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fcnlaf tha Iriaiu provide fw4i to a Israeli Defease Jww 
(ZDV) eoeount, vhici will be .used for purchasing Items not 
necessarily covered by FMf. They will have to purchase the 
real sal shoo at items fros the 0.1. la fW transaction from 0.1. 
•locks. Both the number of weapons and the site of the cash 
transfer could draw attoatloa. If a single traasactloa is aors 
than 914.t N, we would normally haws to notify Congress. the 
Israelis axe propaxsd to Justify the largs quantity and urgency 
based on damage caused te the equipment la storage. 


If this process achieves the release of the hostages J®* 
the credibility of the Iranian contacts in Surcpe, Bud xcfarlane 
would then step in to supervise achieving the longer range goals 
additional meetings with the Iranians would be arranged tc 
further our objectives without requiring such large seals sale*/ 
deliveries by tbe Israelis. 

Aoeroval is now required for us te take the neat steps on 
Saturday. After oars fully eoasl daring the liabilities inhsrsnt 
UtSipia*! it wee Id appear that we must make eee last try or 
we will risk imaiifilri •* ell of the hostages te death and 
undergo lag a renewed wave of Islamic Jihad terrcrirc. tbiis the 
rishaofproeeediag are significant, the risks of net trying are 
evoa greater. 


BEST AVAILABLE COPY 1 
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MXMORANDUK FOR JOHN K. POXNDKXTER 

FROM: OLIVTR L. NORTH 

SUBJECT: Covert Action Finding on Iran 


Attached at Tab I ia a memorandum from you to the President 
forwarding a Covort Action Finding (Tab A). This Finding is 
baaed on our discussions with Nir and ay subsequent easting with 
CIA Oeneral Counsel Stanley Sporkin. 

t 

At Sporkin*s request, I talked to Bill Casey on secure re the 
Finding and the overall approach. He Indicated that he thought 
the Finding was good and that this is probably the only spproacr. 
that will work. He shares our goal of achieving a nore moderate 
government m Iran through this process. 

RfCOHHINPATION i 

That you sign the memorandum to the President at Tab I. 

Approve __ Disapprove _ 


Attachments 

Tab Z - Poindexter Memo to the President 
Tab A - Covert Action finding 


OADR iiWMSSiwn * 
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ACTION 


wtmm 

THE W *• 1 ? £ **0‘JSZ ~ 

i * - • :*: 

N 1 25>'* 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 
FROM: JOHN M. POINDEXTER 

SUBJECT: Covert Action Finding Hoarding Iran 


This weeR, Print Ministtr Ptras of Xsrttl stcrttly dispttchtd his 
sptcitl Advisor on terrorism with instructions to propost a plan 
by which tht U.S. and Zsratl can act in conctrt to bring about a 
■ora modtratt government in Iran. Tha Zsraalis art obviously 
vary concarnad that tha coursa of tha Iran-Iraq war and tha 
potantial for furthar radicalisation in Xran post a significant 
throat to tha sacurity of Xsraal. 


Tha Xsraali plan is premised on tha assumption that modtratt 
alanants in Xran can coiaa to powar if thaaa factions demonstrate 
thair cradioility in dafanding Xran against Iraq and in deterring 
Soviat intervention. To achiava tha stratagic goal of a mort 
modtratt Iranian govarruaant, tha Xsraalis art preparad to 
unilatarally commence sailing military matarial to Western- 
oriantad Iranian factions. It is thair baliaf that by so doing 
thay can achiava a haratofora unobtainabla panatration of tha 
Iranian govarning hairarchy. Tha Xsraalis art convinced that tht 
Iranians are so daaparata for military matarial, axpartisa and 
intalliganca that tha provision of thasa rasourcas will result in 
favorabla long-tana changas in parsonnal and attitudes within tht 
Iranian goveriueent. Further, ones tha exchange relationship has 
cosvancad, a dapandancy would ba astablishad cn thosa who art 
providing tha requisite rasourcas, thus allowing tha providor(s) 
to coarcivaiy influence near-term avants. 

As dascribad by tha Prime Ministar's emissary, tha only 
requirement tha Xsraalis hava is an assuranca that thay will ba 

saafssrrssas : h *v h ' y 

allow tha Xsrsali salat to proeaad sad for our subsequent 
raplanishmant talas* 


■at iMit * 

Declassify oat 


OAD* 
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!S R ftn4ln « •ttadhed et Teb A provides the 
^f*; 1 ;'*** ;*• ftft * WMMctiom indicated above to proeaad. x* 

J5i ^ ai pnad, wo would not intorforo whan tna Israelis 

• C0 *r #nC * * n * deliveries of TO# aissilss during 

Januar>. 1 M» . #e would also be able to lecelly sell basic ?cv* 9 
to Israel vtier tnsy submit purchase orders for replenishiny their 
!*255«: **•*£«**«• hbve indicated an iMdlate reiulrellit 

for 4,000 baste TO# weapons for use in the launcher* they already 
hold, we would be expected to replace the Israeli stocks tn less 
than 30 days. 4,000 missiles represent 1/3 of all available row* 
in Israel. 


The Israelis and the Iranians with whom they are in contact acres 
that the continued holdiny of the five American hostayes in 
Beirut will be in me d lately solved throuyh commencement of this 
action. Prime Minister Peres had his emissary pointedly note 
that they well understand our position on mahiny concession* to 
terrorists. They also point out, however, that terrorist yroups, 
movements, and oryanisstlons are slynlflcantly easier to 9 
Influence throuyh yovernmonts than they are by direet approach. 

Sn that we have been unable exercise any suasion over Hliballah 
duriny the course of nearly two years of kldnepolnys. this 
approach throuyh the yovemment of Iran may well be our only way 
to achieve the release of the Americans hold in ftelrut. “It oust 
aye in be noted that since this dlsloyue with the Iranians began 
in September, Peverend Weir has been released and there have beer, 
no Shis terrorist attacks ayalnst American or Israeli persons, 
property, or interests. 

The Israelis have asked for our uryent response to this proposal 
so that they can plan aeeordlnely. They note that the current 
crisis in the Middle last provides s rationale for e significant 
purchase of TOMS and expedited delivery on our part, la order tc 
provide an an ewer te Prime Minister Peres, ths Piadiny et Tab a 
should be dloeueemd privately with Secretaries Shults, 
weinberyer, Director Casey and Attorney Oeneral Kccsa. if, based 
on their input, you decide to proceed, the Pindiny should be 
signed aadhcld. 


Mcommendation* 


9L *2 

That you ayreo te meet with Secretaries Shults end 
— ~'" Weinberger, Director Casey and Attorney Central 

Meets on this matter as seem as postibis. 



Attachment 



+ 4 
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• hereby find that the fellovlnf operation in a foreier 
country (includin' all support aecei.eiv to «uch oper!"™? *, 
uperttitt to tM •<»«.! .ooutty .( tio ooiioS luw! L'i,, 
to its extreme sensitivity ind security mm, X dimmm it i, 
essential to Unit prior notice, and direct tho Diroetor of 
Control IntoLUfoaco to refrain froo reportin' this rinding tc 
tho Confrere m provided la Soction SOI of the Notional Socuritv 
Act of 1147, oo amended, until X otherwise direct. 


iSSZ I 




Xron 


work w 1th Xronion elements, Groups ond individuals, 

• tloctod foroifn liaison oorvicoo ond third countries, 
oil of which oro sympathetic to 0.1. Government , 
intorooto ond which do not conduct or support terrorist 
oetiono directed ofoinot 0.*. pertona, property or 
interests, for the purpose oft ill aatobliohinp • core 
moderate tovernaent in Xroa, ond (2) obtaining froe . 
the* slfnifleant intelllfenco not otherwise obtainable, 
to determine tho current Xronion Government's intsn- 
tioaa with reapect to ita aeifhboro ond with respect to 
V terrorist oeto. Provide funda, lntolllfence , counter* 
r iatelllfeeee. trainin', fuldonce ond communications 
oaalatenee to theae eleme n ts, 'roups. lndlviduola, 
lloiaoe aervicea ond third couatnea in support of 
theae ootlvitiea. 


The OM will net to foellltote efforts by third parties 
and third countries to establish contact with moderate 
elements within ond outolde the Government of Iron by 
providin' theae elements with orao, equipment and 
routed materiel in order to enhance the credibility of 
there elementa in their effort to eehieve e more 
pro*G.t. Gove rn me n t in Iron by demonstratin' their 
ability to obtain rofuielto reooureee to defend their 
country opelast Xros and intervention by the Soviet 
onion. This support will bo discontinued if the 0.J. 
Gove rnmen t learns that these elements hove abandoned 
their pools of mo de ratin' their Government and 
appropriated tho materiel for purposes other than that 
provided by this rindin'. 
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' n imrrm.m nrrrrwsi wimtn 
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• .~an ■ A Tnr*-fnirirrm;>.:n. T 
•i ittt 'Z ■ :« A T,rr: 
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u 

t N 23723 


*»• f ilm** iHtMlNla a faralya 
mmmtrf (iMlNUf «U nppa rt m «mI •mviuni u 

l a p a m at ta Oa HtlaaiiMWlty al ua 0aiia4 lutaa, u4 !aa 
w !%• Mtma MulUviiy u4 Mmlty rtika, t 4aM<aua it la 
vy m tt fiall f«Uf aMlMf u4 4ltan rta JlmMt •< 
CM«4ral UulUfMM u n/faU fra nytf«ia« tfcle ftaiUf ta 
Caaawn u yrai4#4 U NatlM S«l *4 «• Batleaal faculty 
•fi*4?, aa raea4e4, utU X ^ttyalajjliraa*^, 

maa4ly fanlfi Uliaaa aaraiaaa aal 
vtiat lava aiulllaHN 


tvu 



Aaalat talMtif 
UUH maulat, 'vtialava HtalUaM raUUaaatlpa 
via t*talar alaaoti* fimya# u4 lailvUaaU 
ayapattatla ta 0.1. Oaaaaraaat Utaraete uf vtl«k 4a 
net aaa4«at ar aappart tarroalat aatiaaa 4iraata4 
ayalaat 0 . 1 . mi tana, praparty aa lataraata, far Oa 
fUfow afi 111 NUlUilUf a aara aeferate favera* 
aaat laXraa, (XI aMaUlffira'OM elfalfUaat 
latalllfaaaa act ettarviaa OUlMflai ta 4atarmiaa *ta 
atrraat Xrulu OmiiaMt'a lataatlaae via rat pact ta 
ita aelyhtara aa4 via raapaat ta taaaaalat act a, ia 4 
(3) fwO«rlA« the ralaaaa af Oa Aoariaaa fcaatayaa 
talf la Mlrat u4 pravaatiaf «441tiaaal tarrarlat rate 
fey tlMaa fraapa. fvaaUa fu4i f latalllfaaaa, aauur* 
latalllfaaaa# txalalaf, «ai4aaaa u4 aa—aa laatiaaa u4 
oOai areatarry aaalataaaa ta ttaae alaaaata# araaaa# 
Ia41al4aala# llalaaa oarvlaaa aa4 OIN aaaatrlaa la 
ac ppt e t af tlMaa aatlvltiaa. 

Tta 0M at 11 art ta facilitate affarta fey Uirt part la a 
aa4 004 aaaatrlaa ta aa tat 11 all aaataat via aafaratc 
alaaaata vlttla aa4 a«tal4a the tf avaram al Xraa fey 
pcaaUUf tlMaa alaaaata alt* arma, afuipaaat aa4 
ralataf arterial la er4ar ta aahaaaa Oa ara4Ulllty al 
tteaa alaaaata la ttalr alfart ta aatlaca a acre 



favarraaat laaraa Oat ttaae elaaeate lava «fe» 

Oaif aaals af —laratlay Oalr fava m aa i t aaf 
appraglatef Oa arterial laa yupaaaa attar ttaa that 


Tta MUte leaaa 
waatUftaa# O.C. 

Data* l Jmaiy 1114 
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coo t« acta of 01/31/13 .. 2* 


Cooat—H441 o4 low ttM lilt KM «Ma I mm« m hit AM UNU) ... 

C—oy MU**** Mat Cop will Mtitm to mm r otPklooto te«U to u 
tola Of fa* tot tto free Moot v«u uu to oovo MOW m« ‘tot Cop will 
MOO to otto it MOO. Coooy poutc OH ttot 00 Moo M* am timp 
ttooo Piffereot oottoOolcpiee &o m effort to tetuty Cop • <mtn« 
to ttot m oottoo vtot «o to ttooo to a l wore o too otjootim. At fa 
M C o o oy U 000000004 Mf ooolioo MttoO of Moup Coop tool PlTOOtly via 
cto PoP oo o y oco |m t op opoot woo fioo. to 014 tot too toy fMUMUi yrot* 
1 m w/ o o kloo Copy to opoot for tto CIA io tku toomt tot to io ummiM 
ttot Cop will fito oom too oOjoottoo ooloot to U wlP to pcooooO. Celu 
towel1, too tot oom to oo Ooriop Cop’t tpocck to MO tto followup pmiimi 
( op coowert too itoiootoi): 

Q. torn Copy Pool «/ I root too or UrMlUf 
A. Mill tto loroolu. 


ii. . i 

N 28733 


Q. to tto Utoll i pto t t t protect Ultef 

A. It u protokly tomUUp ttot cm to oopotlotoP tot U toy ovoot it 
uomoM ootttr. It u covcrcP u tto fUPUp toP u u foot m 
of tto foo ooom wo Mvo to ooto t loop tom yototrotloo U fro*. 

Oor oltimto okjecttve of tAoopup/ooPorttup tto port. U oorroP ky Hit. 

Q. toot coot ere tto Itvoolio willtop to yoy for tto Mole TOWtt 

A. Ttoy (ttn Copy) Mvo fooPo to yoy ftlr (tovtot Vtloo <IM otoolP 
to otoot l*tOO«S*OP to. Popo oPt o p oo epo) ooP to cover tto coot of 
t r tot port tt loo. Ttoy Oo cot Mvo movpt to poy for t TOW (otoot 
S9M0 oo or TOW II ((oOmt tHOOO oo.). Wo Mvo fropoootly oolP 
tto ItrMllt woopo/mttriol tt HP vice tto coplocooeot toot to tto 
U.S. lioco wo tore over 1004 of tto tot it TOW U oor Uvootovy top 
comet creo too it u trtUUp Poo to itt epo. wo oepM to look tt tklt oo 
m oypottooity to collect oo o wcopoo vklck wo treo't ueup (til tro U 
FVt cocorPUp to lock) top will ovootcolly Mvo to PUpoco of toccuce 
wo ccooot toll ttoa off ottotwico. (I'o tolP ttot topkee toft, tie ofpr. 
too m cprococot w/ tot ttot ell oorml T *I trcotcctioot will to MoPlcP 
oo c yroPmer tele U orPor to toop OoO fo coPortuttup tto ycoPeetue 
lUo ky tcllUp off o!4 ttooto). 


Tto ooo t roooot yrop t otl (Copy to epoot for tto CU ooP toleo to tto 
Itrcollc wto ttoo Ac 11 ooo woopo to tto Itooiooa) cm Mly work if 
WO CM pet tto UroolU to oom tp m ttotr yr lee. I tore tom 
cookie to cot toot MSB tto U U to tope for t ocetup Me 

ttlll 4roo oot toov ttot wo ere oweve ttot tto Irmlcct tore ofTtreP 
1104 pot TOW. to too towever left c occttpc toot wo tu. Mvo t pc/ 
no pt Pec it Mo toPoy tto ttot tptolitmi U »Jt. tmiUto U Pctcrici 
Too tk4 Clop Mvo toqf^ 


CLi'f pT 3 /:. ■ 


, r *’j 


0 1 .: 

j IXHIBIT 

I ew>yi , 






555 
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feu* stout 

T»: »amf 


|« «nd (IM 01 / 13 / 1 * 11 . 17.47 > 

1 It' J 

N 28735 


««• Mfly it mu At Oi/Jl/IS UiM 

non vMUt otms'wtm 

SSi«4tt ftXVKSV lute OSCX j 

MI, t M « aaIUO Aft*l*« N* IMS tdvlt*d thAt h« klluvu th* 001 i« AwJttt 
ta («nMUf *1 iMmv ltd •((•! u unit m »IU tnur u tku l* MM#I 
J! «1m WCm it* kill *4. I uk*4 hi* ***** th* rm. th*« aaa 

kL *lr**dy b**A klll*d. «• tAfUAd tkdt It AW MAhAhly thA 

jSL IlwVthAf (lUhdildh) Mill **d**bt*dly kill thA Jama «l«* u uk. 

I^thAA^AAtAd Nit tA rA*•• fir*, thA eMttlrAWAt* w h* ‘ "• 

srais swss 52 1 -wmss »£**.« 

Jtt&ffi ff.5 SS'JSISS---^u-5 - 

yi^ i^LL t^hlAh U wJyiLtlU tine, th* mo ***** ••dA food «* it* 
2-2.ni^ISIll» tSliliAh th* AritlAAl JO* TOM* thA* th*y *hi»*dl. 
•*1*1*0** AAd*th*t’lf a* kAd h*t aaaa th*** TOMaaa JM*‘'^ it Ai|kt Iau 
kAA* AAASlhl* AA t*k* thA tAlAhAC tl*k *< AUAthAt 1000. 

UV iMimtiW h*V* lAVltAd tAA W hff CA At« */ C***y U f* •<« »« 

MttaSi It lA *y * aaaa thA* by th** aim a* util b*v* a **» <* *h* 

001 thAA^thAy At* AlthdfAAlA# thAlt AffAt. I* l* ” k }"}T {.„» 

•AAAtA C**f*r*AC* AA 11 tA«l|ht t* AAA It «• t« <«' l " ,kT V/ * **** 


rtu^i 


•..tt*<1 

r :r f.;:7 

tr£> r.-;:r, r-njiity CrerrU 
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To: NS-W ‘ :r ' A 

p 4 ply CO note of 01/31/15 13:U 



noti nwu OUVU motti 
subject: fiivm IUM( cwci 
for inotruatlo*o, I ealled RCH to understandings on the urlginsl SO* 

TOVo shipp** b f !•»«•! V° Iron. U I understand it, there vao « USO 
COMit(# «nt to Silt, ovor un, replacements co the i.roolio for what chop 
aont for Voir. Vo 00, according co RCX hovo o commitment co ooko chla 
SALS. Vo did NOT hovo any agreement on prices or ultimate dotoa, though 
it woo understood by both aidaa that tho transact<on wd bo concluded 

Ao°T^uadoratand tho eurraac problem w/ the purchase of tho 304: 

.. no Israelis rocoivod funds edequs' * to purchato only tho baale 
TOW. Vhochor this Is bocauso Schwiamer pocketed tho rost or whothar 

choro van a kick-back co_ naithor Nlr nor I know. 

Gorba told no that ho had palTIIOOWa^nco for thaso wasps and 
pockotod 9500 for aach ona delivered. 


U". 
N 28756 


•• When tho larsoll purchasing offlco in NYC, following tholr normal 

procedures, nods inquiries v/ tho Amy Haterlwl Commend (AHC) on tbo avail¬ 
ability and prlca of basic TOVs, tho AMC lanodlatoly bogaa co question 
why tho IOr wanted to revert to tho basic nodal which was ao longer la 
production and tho 1DP has already begun purchases of tho 1 TOW for tholr 
inventory upgrade. AMC noted that there was an "understanding with tho 
Hfgr nor to compete v/ tho production lino by soiling tho older woaps fa 
aroy stocks and that soiling fa Amy stocks wd bo tho only sourco available 
for tho basic TOW. At this point, tho pur-.haelng office cominsted tho 
Inquiry since they believed that tho pruebaso wd raise so oany questions 
chat it wd leak and coaplicato further action which, by then, was in tho 
planning stages. The Israelis have aede no further effort to purchase 
the basic TOVs but have been told in an unsolicited call froa AMC that 
the basic nodal wd have to be tho saae price as the I T0V so that the 
AMC can recover raplaceaent coots. 


- Nlr continues to be apprehensive about going back in to ask his people 
^ to ship w/o soae kind of guarantee of replenishment whether or not it 

*■ succeeds in getting tho hoetsges out. He is going to get back to no at 

0300 CST re results of his meeting v/ tho F.M. I passed yr osg verbatim 
to include * «• l««hed “°« d 

that tho ibf would have even greater impetus *"• 

hostages were killed rather than released, thus there ere some who have 
argued against proceeding on this tack any further since it Jeopardises 
Israel w/ no promise of return. 


At *hle point I believe that wo could proceed along tho following lines. 

Nlr goes directly to Oorbe (cutting out tctolMoR 

910H for 1000 basic TOVs. Me than sands 1000 basis TOWS fa Israeli stocks 
ti Iral hopofull the hostages are then released. Ke give Socord whatever 

lK.r4 <h« bq, u4 .hlM JO* T<« t„Ml u tqlKWM <« «*• «"* 
wtau, (V«ir). Tbia ,ro«aa, vi ,< tuat ,,a*14a t»a IDf w/ aaa thlta 
w.^ Te is iMortant te note thd 


exchange (Voir). This process vn os **»▼*•• —- • « —- 

of what they bed withdrawn from inventory. It is }•£•««« not * th4t 
U my last discussion with Nlr (ho doesn't sloop either) ho is 
: _......._.a, _._ j I. aa.ai hifari they shlooo 


__ J msh * I*«s .*»—./ — very concerned 

irJrtiut/in Vtiiu. la that *««• «*a» 

504, they had what they believed te bo am ironclad pron.se to allow ^he* 
buy roplacomonts but that all along tho way there have bean H J 

has confided that part of tho pressure is indeed political in that ho is c 
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• corns* tbout « itm ini. . chs csbinsc fro# icotons wno it diitff« C :«4 ov«r 
tbo drofdawn of rxh, but if vs vontsd bis t# push for it h* would. t 
botiovo th>t Nir hiosslf it both to sxhsustsd sad U such jsopsrdy of 
1mU| bio job ovsr this tbot bo tijr no loogsr bo functionol. i 4 # 28 737 

boliowo tbot Nir U lying to us. ! do bolisvs ho is siacsrsly concsrnsd 
sbout tbo MIMM **d wonts to do whst bo coo *• for both (trssl tnd ths US. 

Ro boo pro#?tly ogrood to svsry pro pot si wt hsvs #odo to docs sxespt 
tbs fuoi so# of shipping 1000 TOWs w/o pro#its of rtplsiuthosac.Hs will 
bo boob to os. -Will odviso. 


0 
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rx.r:N5 points 


— - statutes and r eguiaticr.i csr.trol the 

rarr.tr and cethod ir. vruch tr.t DoS ear. tall taapsrti to 
third parties is an-issue that DoD r;r. deterrir.e. Proir 
a C Ik standpoint, alnct thara ia a presidential finding, 
CZA ia authorized to aaaiat in the obtaining of tha 
aateriel in question. if CZA actually took control of 
secerlel through an fconoay Act transfer by DoD, thia 
would aaaa to ba the prafatrad way to handle the proposal 
froa a legal standpoint. This would provide the aatlsua 
use of CIA authorities. 

— If CZA aerely acts as an aceoaaodation party and, in 
affect, reguests Do© to deal with a particular agent, 
thia alght also be proper but it would be up to DoD to 
tell us whether thei.' authorities would allow such a 
transaction outside of tha Kconoay Act. We have found no 
such precedent. 

— The key issue in this entire setter revolves around 
whether or not there will be reports sade to Congress. 
Each of the Acts involved--the foreign Assistance Act, 
the Araa Export Control Act and indeed the National 
Security Act as aeended--have certain reporting 
provisions U tbes. While the National Security Act 
provides for a certain Halted reporting procedure, it is 
sy view that there aay be other ways of sating a suitatle 
report by eiarclse of the President's constitutions; 
prerogatives. 

— One such possibility would be not to report the activity 
until after it has been successfully concluded and to 
brief only the chalraan and ranking alnority aeabers of 

00CX Tt 0102-11 
copy J _of Z 
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'.-i Cvert;;.”. C:-.-:i:t*s. ?* ; i - i >. - . : * 

J ci t.-.t **: : «■ i.; < : • * - f : u : . 1 . ... 

d; sci :s,re.• 

: ,r ir: * *:11 n»ve iir;:ei »re 

* 1 v • r 5 *c:**« tc •».*.* er.d »li: :» ass.;*' 

'•ill 11 r.s d;sclcs.:e of the ir. ferret ion wr,*.;; 

• me «ct;vi*y re* teen K::«tt!.;iy cor?;*:*-. ; 

: V-n • *c«in :m: i* *.y* venous rejc::;n$ 

tret im: tc :• j;c:r..r.; .« ;*r. 

If t.tere cer. ct »r, Agreement t r. « 

- * ffede, it ff;n;.?;*es tr.e ru* ir.r.erer: ir. e.-.y f^c* 

-'*«f 1 4 »inc, And the wey tr.At the project is cerned out 
cah then b« put on a lets frectious oasis. 

Finelly, vhetever plsn is Adopted, such Action should be 
tekAft only After ‘t hes been discussed with the Attorney 
General, the Seeretsry of Defense# the Secretory of 
State, And the AstiAtent to the President for Netionsl 
Security Affeirs. 


y At you know# the Act itself provides for s report to be 
iinted to the chairman end renting Minority aenbers of the 
intelligence coitrittees# the Speaker end Minority lesder of the 
House of Representatives, And ths Majority end cinority leaders of 
the Senate. 



OGCR TS 0102-H 
Copy _ of - 2 
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i W nvlkbl 

TMt WHIT* HOUSC 


N 10046 


January 17, 1914 


•v 



ACT XOli 

mxmosanouh ros the president 

fKOMi JOHN H. POINDEXTER 

SUBJECT: Covert Action findinf Refardiftd Iran 

Friao Minister Nrti of Israel secretly dispatched his special 
advisor on terrorise with instructions to propose a plan by whic.n 
ts«Jl! with liaited assistance fro* the U.S.. can create 
conditions to help brin* about a oore Moderate *overn«ent m 
Iran. The Israelis are very concerned that Iran • u lt!!I lot4tvftq 
ooeition in tne war with Iraq, the potential for further 
radicalisation in Iran, and the possibility of •hbanced soviet 
influence in the flulf all pose significant ***••*•*•' 
security of Israel. They believe it is thty 4 

to at least preserve a balance of power in the repion. 

agsffla» gag8j,3i gga^it „ „ 

the Iranian »ov.rniaa hi«r»rchy. .apatti.a 

““i s SS*2‘!J5!iSr •i^u&tSSi'ss «««—• 

ratult in (>Y«ntH lwy»n r«tha*. onea (lu .Banana, 
within tha Iranian»•«**••«*• wauid ha aatahll.had on 

..Utianahi, hMja-aaejJ. allovin, 

those wholv influence near-tem events. Such 
the provider (l)IS 'SSSfSitsiT eelicy objectives and would 

an wl ;^; i !!IIt l I£LusssTor P !.l! r M«lonal interests. As 

E&8S £3 


« B ; wrnH ‘taTuM.u^. 

that you a«ree with the ipedifij •JJJ*** i ^ 0 Att0 rrey -> 

SowevirT there is another possibility- 


(y on l QAD» 


TAO APAOCT 
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TOP SECRET 




General William French Smith determined that under «n ADoroorTit. 
finding you could authorise the CIA to toll eras to country* 
outside of tho provisions of the levs end reporting rsquirsm^p*. 
for foreign military tales. Tho objectives of the Uriel* plan 
could be met if the CXA, using an authorised agent as necessary 
purchased arms froe the Department of Defense under the economy 
Act and then transferred thee to Iran directly after receiving 
appropriate payment free Iran. 


Tho Covert Action rindinf attached at Tab A provides the latitude 
for tho transactions indicated above to proceed. The Iranians 
have indicated an immediate requirement for 4,000 basic Tow 
weapons for use m the launehera they already hold. 


Tho Israeli's are also sensitive to a strong g.S. desire to free 
our ieirut hostages and have insisted that the Iranians 
demonstrate both influence and food intent by an early release of 
tho five Americans, both sides have afreod that the hoetefes 
will bo immediately released upon commencement of this action. 
Prise Minister feres had his emissary pointedly note that they • 
well understand our position on not asking concessions to 
terrorists. They also point out, however, that terrorist groups* 
movements, and orfanisatlons are slfAlficantly easier to 
influence throufh governments than they are by direct approach. 

In that we have been unable to exercise any suasion over 
ttisballah durinf the course of nearly two years of kidnappings, 
this approach throufh the government of Iran may well be our only 
way to achieve the release ef the Americans held in ieirut. It 
■ust again be noted that since this dialogue with the Iranians 
began in September, Reverend weir has been relsased and there 
have been ne Shia terrorist attacks against American or Israeli 
persons, proporty, or interests. 


Therefore it ie propo s ed that Israel make the necessary 
arrangements fee the sale ef 4000 TO* weapons te Iran. 

Sufficient funds te cover the sale would be transferred te an 
agent ef the CIA. The CXA would then purchase the weapons from 
the Department ef Defense and deliver the weapons to Iran through 
the agent. Xf all of the hostages are net released after the 
first shipment of 1000 wea p ons, further transfers would cease. 


On the other hand, since hostage release is in seme respects a 
byproduct of a larger effort te develop ties te potentially 
•oltiM («f«N 1* Xr«a. “*r rtrt « .Mlwet •«» «•*'*•« 
to oth«f ftouM .ItkU t*. fov.rnai.t it • Lt.r tioo. 
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lur otOKti 


r eSkdLvA/ 

l 


The IkmUi hove Asked for our urgent response to this process’ ’ 
to true thoy con plon Accordingly. Thoy note thAt conditions 
inside both Iron And LobAnon Art highly volotilt. Tht isrstUs 
Art cognitent thAt this entire optrAtion will bt tereinsted if 
tilt IrtniAnt tbtndon their gotl of eodtroting thtir government or 
Allow furthtr Acts of ttrronssi. You hsvt diseusstd tht genere: 
outlints of tht Xsrttli plin with ftcrttsrits Shults And 
Weinberger* Attorney Control Httst And Oirtetor Costy. Tht 
Soortttrits do not rtconnend you proceed with this plen. 

Attorney Control Httst end Oirtetor Costy btlitvt tht short-term 
And long-tern objectives of tht plon worront tht polley risks 
involved ond rtcoontnd you opprovt tht ettochtd finding, lecAuse 
of tht estreat sensitivity of this project. It is rtcoaaended 
thAt you exercise your ststutory prtrogotlve to withh id 
notiflcotion of the rinding to tht Congrtosionol oversight 
coaaitttts until such tise thot you dtta it to be Appropriate. 


Hecoewendetlon 

SS S2 


%- 


Thot you sign the ettochtd finding. 


Prtiered byi 
Oliver L. North 


Attechmtnt 

Tob A - Covert Action finding 


^ 0 +- < 1 ^ _ 0 ™ 


/ 4 , 4 > ! 7 
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j A*’ • 1 

’.ffow'l tt' j 


Tmrrn: n rwL-rrmm rm-rnrnrr 
rimr* ran rm<n m m rm i f rrn 
rrrrrmrm onm-mn rrm-p : rr»<. 
HH arnr rr ■ nnn <• rmi.r* 
•cintff nr:; ■-otmirr 


at 


s 

Jfl 

It 



saytaig&Rr.affl-jgigg.yjiw M.j; ,. 

a: :ni«r s ass a.!n‘r«jal* Ha:? : ~ r!a -“<r 

Hsu Mtsaam 

* « Aiiiil frlenOly finln liiiHi mhInc. 

4R4 Uirt HMiii «kl«l lUTt 
•mlltiM relatlenrhlpa wltt Iruiu tliMnti, 
troupe* «n4 In41vl4uale ty«f4tMti< t4 9.9* Oeveraaont 
iAtirmi «o4 which 4e m« eeoOuot m luf^vt tiifum 
aetlone 4 Um(«4 MiImi 0.9. HfM«a« property or 
latereete* far the ptepoee olt (1) ••tilUihiaf e aoro 
u ohttlftiftf free the. 

alfn»fleant Intel Ufenee not o there ire ettainehle, to 
! ,MU| ^«BM#t , l Utentione 
witt reepeet to ita NlfMon an4 with reepeet to 
J!f r ? r4#t * 4#ti# 184 furtherinf the roloooo of tho 

Aaoricoo heatayea to 14 U Mint *n4 premotloy 
«441tloaol terrorlat «oto hy there yretpe. Prowlfe 
fwn4« r UteUlyenee, eeooter* Intel Ilf eoee, tratninf* 
yuUanee 404 eoonunleetlene ao4 other noooaaary 
ereletanee to theee eleoenta* troupe, Ia41vl4mli # 
Uaiooo eerrteca ao4 thlr4 eeentriee in aupport of 
there aotivltlaa. 

TIM 999 will 409 to foollltato effort# fey t01r4 partita 
x ttlrt oountrlea to eatahlieh aoataat watt oo4arata 
•loaenta within ao4 ewtal4e tho Oorarnoant of Iran fey 
prow 141*« there eleoenta with area, e^wlpeent an4 
rolato4 otterlei lo ee4er to oohooee tho ere41hllity 
theto eleoenta lo their effort to achieve a wore 
pr*~9.9. fovernoent lo troo fey 4aoo<te tret loo their 
ehlllty to attain rofwleite rceeereew to 4ofan4 their 
eoootry afainat Irif ao4 iota emotion fey tho Soviet 
9oloo. Thla r ap port will ho 41#eeetioue4 If tho 9.9. 
homtaooot learna that there eleoenta ham ahno4ono4 
their feel9 of oeOcratlne their fowemooot ao4 
appropriate! tho notarial 
profile! hy Ula flo4lof. 

Tho white Betoo f P . . (T/ 

wrehloftee, p.e. \ ' V* 

Onto J antary IT, 199 


of 


for porpteea other than that 
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Exhibit CWW-21 



.MEMORAHpOMJPOR THE SJB£R*TARYJ>F TBB AMYJ 
SUBJBCTt Support to Intelligence Operations 


During a recent review of an issue in our office, 
we noted a significant provision in the Intelligence 
Authorisation Act for Fiscal Year 1986 that we wanted 
to call to your attention. 

During Fiscal Year 1986, the transfer of defense 
articles or services exceeding one million dollars by 
an intelligence agency to a recipient outside that 
agency is considered a significant anticipated intelli¬ 
gence activity for the purpose of reporting to Congres¬ 
sional intelligence oversight cosuslttees. In addition, 
an Intelligence agency say not transfer any defense ar¬ 
ticles or services outside the agency in conjunction 
with any intelligence or intelligence-related activity 
for which funds were denied by the Congress. 


These provisions appear to reinforce our view of 
the laportance of Congressional notifications in con¬ 
nection with support to Intelligence operations. 





567 


Exhibit CWW-22 



N 9897 


if 


V'*/S4 





r 


* 


RECEIVED 

FSI 

NOV 29 1996 



CoDy Rece'Oi 



^/Released on 
under provisions of E.O. 12356 
by 3. Reger, Motional Securiiy Council 

mJ 


UNCLASSIFIED 




568 



uiwrn 

orrici or thi sscmstamv or ocriNsc 

WASHINOTON. O C I0J01 


N 9 899 


12 March ltd 


C?'0^ 

WtKORANDUM POP VXCt^DMTfcAL FOXNDCXTKK 


The attached memorandum from the Director of tha Army Staff 
ia at!f-explanatorv. It raflaeta tht unease of tht Army Gantral 
Counatl'a off let ovar tht tranaftr of ittaa with which you art 
familiar. Aa you know, we havt batn handline this program on a 
vary eloaa hold bat la, and tht Army hat batn told nothing with 
rttptet to daatination. Par guidance received from NSC, tht Army 
haa batn told that thay havt no raaponalblllty for Congressional 
notification. Tht Army haa alao batn told that whattvtr notifi- 
cationa art to ba aada will ba takan cara of at tha approprlata 
tima by tha approprlata agency and that tht Attornay Gantral haa 
provldtd an ooinlon that supports this position. * 

Tha Sacratary asktd that X makt you awart of tht Army’s r 
concerns in tht tvtnt you wish to adviat tht DCX or tht Attorney 
General. 


Major General, OSA 
Senior Military Assistant 
to tha Secretary of Defense 



u' J r 
t/ B. 


■>-: !.0. • 235j 

’ >. :..y CoordI 

J 



UNCtAM- 
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umeme 

DEPARTMENT Of TM* ARMY 


MEMO RANDOM FOR THE MILITANT ^rffsTAJtT TO TBI SKCNCTAAY OP DEFENSE 

SO EJECTi Congressional Notification of Significant Intelligence 
Activltiaa (0) 


1. i-TS/NOPORN> On II January 1911, tha Army responded to a verbal 
tasking froa your offlca to provide 1,000 TOM missiles to tha 
Cantral Intelligence Agency with a contingency for 3,509 more at a 
latar data. Tha firat 1,000 aisslles wara dal War ad on 
14 Pabruary 1911 to tha CIA. 

a 

^^^tTS/NQ/OM) Thia request for aupport circumvented tha noraal . 
■ Isyitu for raaaona of aacurity, yat tha aupport 

exceededtne II aillion thraahold aatabllahad in tha PYI6 ,. 

Intalliganca Authorisation Bill for reporting to Congraaa aa a 
•aignifleant intalliganca activity.* funda in excess of S3.5 
aillion vara provided by tha CIA to raiaburaa tha Army for tha 
firat 1,000 aisailaa. Billing and payaant will occur within €0 
days, or whan all aisailaa a ra dal War ad, whichever is shortar. 

Tha Agancy expacta to coaplete tha project within 60 days. 

3. rfS/ MOFORM) SECDEF aaraarandua o f 13 June 1913, subject! DoD 
Support, astabllshaa rasponalblllty 
for notification of congress orDoD support to tha Agancy with tha 
Deputy Onder Secretary of Defense for Policy. It also conflras 
that priaary responsibility resides with tha Director, Cantral 
Intalliganca. Xa tha case of tha TOM aiisilas, tha Aray 
understanding on raspoaaibilltlas for notification conforas with 
your June 1913 aaaorandua. 

4. YTS/NOFORII) This aaao is to assure understanding of statutory 

requirements should this issue be raised by one of tha 
Congressional intelligence coaalttees in the future. . 


p3rth! 'y Of/Released on _ 

- f: -- cf C.O. 12356 


cf t.0. 12356 

^ - Re::-r, ,\ai;cnaf Security Council 


4 ^ 

ARTfUR I. BROMW, JR. 
Lieutenant general, 6S 
Director of the Aray Staff 




CLASSIFIED BYt DASV 
DECLASSIFY OEl OADR 


IINiMtttNOFORN 
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Exhibit CWW -°3 




... „ THf A«MY 



KtHORAtfOUH FOS OIRECTOH, JOIST STAFF 

sobjscti liyitia (0) 



18 APR 7966 


1. (S> The^^^^^^HHSystea provides * sinole channel for 

requests f<JFJupporl-ttoe the control intelligence Money to the 
Department of Defense. the system protect* extremely sensitive 
information fro* both inadvertent and deliberate disclosure, 
allows for covert support to Agency operations worldwide, and . 
insures adequate Service review of the revests. | 

2. (S) Recently, a number of requests lavolvloc transfer of hiqh 
technoloqy -weapons, large quantities of limited, sophisticated 

iisslles,^Md/or spares for low density weapons have bypassed the 
f System. these requests have been made by wembers of 
of the Secretary of Pefense direct ly to Service offi- 

either not per- 

tlcipatfdorhasdone so after t he fact. 

3. (S) Requests which bypass th Systee receive 

Service and no Joint Staff scrutiny, yet eay impact on the 
Service's warfightlng capabilities, the Secretary of Defense 
should be wade aware that using ad hoc channels to support the Cl 
way deqrade security overall and impair national security. 


V 5, ‘jiSoltf IdSPtSf Covitfl 


Lieutenant General, OS 
Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Operations and Flans 


SFserrt RAHies of tni pocggjrr 
RSSOXRB. SMBCANtX BURSMROUrUS, 
soinittummrnurm mruntm 





i.t: l£>t L -«M rU * 

in'lOllb-t 
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Exhibit CWW-24 


V* :;:1 - 

Oli'iti* 


* Hfly «• Ml« •( HiM 

— mm — I 

im mat «um mm ^ 

ma Am tmanui 

»« r»c # nm. ru At iui m n« im • «eM«i« that till pat «a ii 

tatOB •• Hally tltA a At— A (at (alaaaa — In l a y. 1 till Hpact IfcaiB. 
r.A Rl, Cava —4 tlaelac till laava bff# Pdlay a*a* 

aal plea «p lattl trftAty avaalaf* lac Maacl 

mm U mint aa ate aHfft la Utaa. HU pact! till lanla Jkm lacaal 
•aia.1 raalay a.a« aal that laaact Cm Mcaa ta acclva Mal ay avaalap* Amy 
•Imc laylatlca aal aaaa a ala atiaaa HtaAla ta At cataiatS At aaat H Aatct. 


H 12531 


laffatlca aM aaaaaaleatiaaa ( 
U entity ta ytt aAU tt aye t< 


tt Ctc tAa Alt* tt fly tt Ct CAMPS At 


‘ * i «‘-tffcJLRHE 

kC Sami * Cencn 


Vttatl. Aitt. atittplf left tkat tt At at t fatal tty t/ ACS Ati Ml tt HH at 
n »™ lyctCtctAltf tala* tt HfHtaca. tt aM y ctAtA ly ttt Aaat.aay papac tt 
tAt • tty. Vtt tty tltt tttt tt itcltAt SAattt, tittAtcyte ttt Catty, tact 


r»|«c4t # AtetA 
t ISAS Am 1 


t5; yams um -cm ttt imp - 
t»: suit —cm mss a. rtitttitta 


•S/I9/N IftStxJt 


p’lsarai 


JsAf 


75-937 0 
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Exhibit CWW-26 



OCPAATMIMT OP TM« A*MY 


1 0 OCT * 


l\\w 


81 


MMomyiWN ros ti> iioiiTAiy or m amt 

SUBJBCTt Additional Support of Project Crocus (0) 


IXNIBIT 

CutikXt 


(0) The action neoorandun to you of Septeaber I, 
ISIS# SAP, cone or no additional support for this project 
beyond tbat already provided ia Nay IMS. The Chief, 


also ooits t»0, OTJAC, aad ay office. 

(S) X have not boon provided vita sufficient 
infornation on this project to pernlt a complete legal 
review or concurrence, bet the available infornation 
(or lack' thereof) does raise serious legal and policy 
concerns that should be resolved prior to your action 
on this request. Specifieallyi 

a. (S) dines the situate purpose of this 
request and destination for the notarial have not been 
disclosed, X cannot address statutory or other restric¬ 
tions that sifht apply, or the approval authority 
required under 000 Olrectlve 9210.31. as view by the 
OOtO(P) is reqsirsd if this request .involves substan¬ 
tial risk of enberrassnent to the Onited states or ooo, 
or, if la your j u d ps snt, it involves questions of pol¬ 
icy or propriety. 


TMO provided se with the action neoorendue and sup¬ 
porting docusentatloa r ‘ 

not processed througr 
and did not receive 
OASP(O). The action neoorandun on additional support 


ne wise tne action neeoranoue ana sup- 
entstlon because the or iginal reques t was 
through the prescribedHIHBMHsyetee 
eceive the legal reviews required by the 


h. (•) The request, if supported, will 
result ia an inventory sero balance on three Mens and 
inpact on tho Arny's air defense capability. Both OOO 
Directive S21S.M and the OASP set forth a policy of 
providing support to nse-pOO agencies if it will not 
interfere with, or ispa do , the perfornaace of the sis- 
sloes sod functions assigned to ooo. Thus, the lapset 
of this requated support on the Arny should be care¬ 
fully. evaluated. 



Special handling a f this docunent Is 
required. H andcarry during routing; 
nomal adainlstratlve distribution 
channels shall net be used. Access 
est be United ts these uhe aust 
know the Inf emit Ion. 


0A$P(U) 


SECRET 
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'Uiir*Q*(C) 

UNCLASSIFIED 


c. (S) JLX la BQ L^ltn fro* the supporting 
aeaorando whethecCpHMHMH/stlll contemplates trans¬ 
ferring radar systHs that vara previously idantifiad 
as Iranian aasata pending settlement of dales by tha 
0.3. - Iranian Claims Tribunal. Any sueh proposad 
tranafar should ba reviewed by 030. This would ba 
traatad as a saparata request for and items, rathar 
than rapair parts. 

(U) la* eonearnad that it was daaaad naeassary 
to handla both tha original and addjtionalraquasts 
through othar than tha astabllshadfjpHHMHM System 
and to ascloda both OTJAG and ay office fro* tha review 
procass. Oua to his attandanea at tha JAG Conftranca, 
NO Overbolt has not yat had an opportunity to rawiaw 
this matter, but I sa confidant that ha would concur in 
ay view that sensitive programs ahould ba given proper 
legal review before tha Aray leadership is coaaittad to 
their support. 


Tusan J. Crawforjr ' 
General Counsel 


Fa/uuUy Declassed/ ReJawd on M 
note pwUJonJ of £0. 
by B. Riftr, tohoaal Ssfcurity Couod 

l j 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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'tV 0 V:.V **.!-#•••• r ; 


DATf 12/C O/CS W M I TC NOUS* SITUATION »OOP M(( 02 

"iSJKI (CONTINUED): 

?, AT 10»( POINT Ml VIlL HAv( TO L*V. CUT ALL OF ThC FACTS, * 

I if* C3SVISC5C **£•* VE CO L A T Cut T M ? FACTS Th A T IT VJLL »C 
V * LL A| C S IVEO SI*C* IT IS a 60?0 STOAT. MVlN* SAID THAT, I 00 
NOT RELIEVE THAT NOV IS Tttf Tim TO CITE TM| FACTS TO THE 
•UDLIC. THERE ARC SfVCRAL FACTORS TO CONSIDER IN A001TI0M f* 

TNC NEED TO CCT TH F 0TH(R HOSTACCS OUT AN» THIN Ml IF TMC 
TNTCLLICC NCI CONNITTCIS ffFORC TNI ADMINISTRATION SF(A«S 
PURLICLT 0«f THIS HATTfR: FIRST, VNILE Mf AR| NOT CONPLfTCLT 
SURC VH AT PRO VOK ( D RAFSANJANI TO PARC ThCSK RILKVATIONS (VNICN 
ARC NOT TOTALLY ACCURATE), IT IS’APPAAENT THAT A POWER STRUCCLC 
OF SOM SORT IS UNDIRVAT IN IRAN. THIS STRbCCLi COULD PROMPT 
OTHER IRANIAN OFFICIALS TO PARC ADDITIONAL RCLIVATIONS. 

0 ISCLOSURIS 9 T THE U.S. CCULD L fA D TO CON TRAD 1C TORT IRANIAN 
S TATfPINTS AND NI SIPT|*PR|TAT 1CN OV(R OUR A TT1TU0IS AND 
INTINTIONS. SICOND, VI NAT HAVI AN OPPORTUNITY TO APFCCT TP« 

INTERNAL POLITICAL SITUATION IN T IMRAN AND TARE A DV AN TAD I OF IT 

’3 *:vanC£ C’js asstc^al «v: »vmiat*a«s t s. h?vivia, 

* F * I: n L S-ATt-S'.TS ' T T«: L.S. -ILL L S L T PL»t INTC Th! **ANCS 

OF RADICAL IRANIANS VMO CONTINUE TO WANT TO DISTANCE IRAN FROM 
the U.s. ASi THE *f$T ’C TH* PAIIFUH e»T£N* PQSSI4LE. 


?. : THEREFORE REGAIN CONVINCED that VI PUS t •!"AIN adsolutelt 

LOSE-NOUTHEO WHIL? STRISSINE THAT OUR ••ASIC PCLICT TONARD IRAN, 

* M E CULF »A R, AND DEALINC WITH TERRORISTS HAS NOT CHANCED. 

• OR EO V? R, SPECULATION A*OLT OU* EFFORTS TO SECUA* THE NOSTASES 
R t Li A SC ONLT INCREASES TM| 0AN6CR TO T MI MOSTAtcS." 


t. TO*»r l MAV; TJ**£f Vi^H V», CAP ANO 6ILL CASET. THAT 
A 4 R£ E VITH NT APPROACH. 

5. I HAVE AS RED PT STAFF TO PREPARE A CARLE TO RELEVANT POSTS 
EXPLAINED OUR POLICY IN THE 1RAN-IRA4 VAR HAS NOT CNANCED AND 
NC ARC NOT 40 INC TO CO’RlMT ON N(NS REPORTS AND SPECULATION 
PCCAUSE OF THE DANCER TO MOSTACCS • Wl HILL SEND TNC DRAFT OVER 
TO STATE. 


6. TODAT I AN ESTACLISMlPl TMO CONPARTNINTS. ONI IS 
OPERATIONAL AND I AP MILLINC TO IRltF iCRRV OtQNfft INTO XT 
PROVIOINC ME REPORTS ORLT TO TOU. THE SECOND It ON P0L1CT AND 
LONC TEAN STRATECT TCVARD IRAN. I HOULI LIKE TO INCLUDE ONLT 


The WHITE HOUSE 06S2 RTCtdSflHH NOV ID PSN* 0**929 

TOR* TOD/221 EX 


BEST AVAILABLE COPY 
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■>.tf.hk.Wffltti. 1 2441 

OAT| WNMf HOUSI SITUATION *00* Pttt 

■ ISSt Of (COMTINUCO)* 

* I«l A*NACOST Ml mir • A P H f L IN THIS 0N|. it IS irntriu , 

’HAT MCNtmi Ot IITnH C?nP4RT”tNT St IlTltNIkT CHUMS. 


f« TO*OA«ON Mir «|TN WILL II INMMSTIR IN 

MS ASSCSSNINT AS t« INIT TOMMlTM IN T| Ml AN • RT ?N| WAT, 
VI • I SAOftII WlTN TM| ini AlTICLI IN r N IS NOMINI'S SUMART, 
OUOTI IRANI TNI POLITICAL ROT NOILS UNIUOTI. WNfN TOW OIT RACK 
f MILL OIVI TOU NT WtlW AS TO WNA T IS NAPPlftlM. I TNINR IT IS 
VINT SIONiriCANT THAT t A PSANJANl'S STaMMNT MlMRNAT THAT |U0 
VINT TO TIHRAN IN SfPTINNIR AM 0TN|R TACTS All WRONO. S1NCI 
HI OO VIOUSLT KNOWS TNI PACTS, I OILICVI N| IS TRT1NC TO S|N» US 
A NiSSACC. 


• • PRISS (UlftAHCt ATTACMCO. 

:**N ***** OUIOACC! 

Ol AlfwT *CtARuANt r« i • A • J PARTS 0* TC l’»M? 

a: • t KA VC NO C C p i * T *.* ThfS! P-.PONTS. AS lCn 5 »S TSIi **• 

ANIRICAN NOSTAOIS NIINO MILO IN THI *!DOLI t »S T Wt WILL NOT || 

• I SPONC XNO TO NUfSTlOM L1M TNH. A SIPPLE NO CO*N*NT WILL Of 
NANI TO ALL OUfSTZOA! * SOL T TALKS OR ACTIONS THAT MINT OR PIRHT 
NOT «f TAKINO PLACI. TOU SMOULO 1NMR NOTH I MO TO THIS! RISPONSIS . 

<1 9C«S THI U.S. MILL HAT! AN • A* S IPRARSC AC AI NS T I»AN IN TM* 
IRAN-IAAQ WART 

At AS lONO AS IRAN AQWOCATIS TnI USt O' TIRRORISH, Tn( U.S. 

*»«t SM AWQQ-hlLL CO NT I SL'Ii RfMCTI*. TH| U.S. POSITION CN y H| 
:r«n-:«a 3 a a a «* i»-: a. r ’mat t mi fu-tim THOLLr“sTc*~To rw ? rvz 

SISKS SHOULft RCACH A NCOOTIATIR SRTTLINCNT or THilt OISPUTI, Wt 
r AVON AN OUTCOMt WH|«iN TNlRI All NO WlNNIRS OR LOSCRS, 


9 • HCM TWI TALKS WITH 


THI WHITI HOUSC 0092 


RTCOSMUOW SO PSNt UT6029 

tori j3T77Titi 
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Exhibit CWW-28 


MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 


Matting on Roves t bt 10, 19M, with the President 
Vi«a Praaidant, Secretary (halts, DCZ Casay, 
Attorney General Maaaa, Don Ragan, Admiral 
Poindexter, and A1 Kaal, in tba Oval Office 



_ _— Praaidant 

aaid we did not do any t rading with tha en emy for our hoatagaa. 

Ma do naad to nota that (Khomeni) will bn 

gona someday, and wa want battar "leverage with tha naw government 
and with thair Military. That la why wa fait it aacaaaary 
to giva then some small dafanaiva waapona. 


Ma can discuss that publicly, but no way could wa avar 
disclosa it all without getting our hoatagaa executed. (Wa 
must naka it plain that wa ara not doing bwainaaa with terrorists. 
Wa araa't paying thaw or doaling with thaw.) Wa ara trying 
to gat battar ralatlona with Iran, and wa can't diacuas tha 
datails of this publicly without endangering tha paopla wa 
ara working through and with la Iran . 1 point ad out wa Must 

bnar in wind wa hava givan tha ZsrMliaa and tha Iranians tha 
opportunity to blackmail ua by raportiag aalaotivaly bits and 
piaoaa of tha total story. I also pointed out that Congraaa 
could -and probably would -- hold laglslativa hearings. Adkairal 
Poindexter pointed out that wa do want a battar ralatloashlp 
with Iran. 


In « tMP a 19887 tha Praaldaat^Sade a* formal finding undar 
Section 501 of tha Ana Export Control Act which directs* tha 
DC I not to notify Congraaa until further notice, and authorizes 
discussion with friendly groups which ara trying to gat a battar 
-g ov a rn wan t in I r an.—I had no t kno w S n of - thi n f inding before fOr *_U<L A 




-- (hultz aaid he had not known of it either. We needed to 
help thoee elements to get a wore pro-0.8, government in Iran. 
Poindexter continued that we aaaiated Iareelinitihllj^ecaua* 
we found Israel wes sending arwe to Iran 

ewd also wanted the Irnn-Irag war to eed a^Too^T^poaaiDT^T 
Mei sal Po indent er eeid that Merer lane waet to Iren in May 
1984, and that was the on ly trip he wade, and then we started 
working through flHHHBof Rasfanjaai. Previously we had 
used an Israeli agent called ftorbaruCar. W e also used aany 
channels to try to get the hostages back. 
others proved no good because the Iranians always insisted 
that the DafclA prisoners held by Kuwait be releaaad. We finally 
did authorise the release of 500 TOWS sold by Israel to Iran, 
and another 500 wars sent last weak. This waa all arranged 
as a result of a meeting with Kasfanjani'a {BHHHHBHHHHH 
cans here to show that he was a lagitimate representative of ~ 
the government. Poindexter reported there wars several meeting*" 


ft* **«,«** **** wl 
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in Europe and elsewhere. 

Z resdnded John that ha had always told me that thara 
would ba no more weapons aant to Iran* after the first 500 
TOWS , until aftar all of tha hostages wara returned, but unfortunatel 
wa did sand a sacond 500 bacausa it "seemed tha only way to 
gat tha hostagas out"* according to Poindexter. 

Poindaxtar point ad out the hostaga taking had atoppad 
for a yaar. Z polntad out that thay took thraa more quita 
recently. Poindaxtar polntad out that this was not dona by 
tha sana paopla or Iranians. 


\ 


B 9|HHHHpubliclied Rasfanjani's 
sranjanl^nan fait ha had to spaak 
out against tha 0.8. and tha McParlana trip. Bacausa of tha 
obvious arrors in Rasfanjani's spaach* Poindaxtar thinks ha 
is sanding a ms a saga that ha "wants to work with us." Colonal 
North thinks wa can gat two more hoatagss out by tha wsakand. 

I don't. (Wa didn't.) Wa hava told all our '?iands in tha 
Mid-Bast* and according to Poindaxtar thay agree* thay would 
Ilka a negotiated settlement and tha war to and, MfiMBWl 


Tha Prasidant said this is what you had to do to raward 
Iran for tha afforta of thosa who could halp. Actually tha 
captors do not banafit at all. Wa buy tha support and tha 
oportunity to parsuada tha Iranians. 

I again polntad out wa will hava to answsr many questions 
and hava Congressional hearings. Tha Prasidant said wa nsad 
to point out any discussion endangers our source in Iran and 
our plan* bacausa wa do want to gat additional hostagas rslaassd. 
Mr. Shults spoke up for tha first time, saying that it is tha 
responsibility of tha government to look aftar its citissns* 
but once you do deal for hostagas* you axpose svaryona to future 
captura. Ha said wa don't know, but wa hava to assume tha 
captors will gat someone. Ha said ha fait tha Isralles sucked 
us up into their operation so wa could not object to their 
sales to Iran. Ha pointed out thara will ba a lot of questions 
aftar any statement* even aftar a statement such as Mr. Casey 
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propoaad to raad. The President aald wa ahould ralaaaa tha 
statement, but not taka any quaationa. Mr. Regan aald wa ara 
being hung out to dry# our cradlbility la at ataka# and wa 
hava to aay anough. Shortly tharaaftar tha aaatlng adjournad 
on tha nota that ravlaad drafta of tha Caaay proposed atatamant 
will ba aant to ua. 


eerwrtfticrm/r 
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(Historical Chronology) 


U^»./IRANIAN CONTACTS MO THt AMERICAN HOSTAGES 


rrom the tirlitit months following the Islamic revolution in 
Iran, the U.S. Government ha* attempted to reestablish official 
contact with chat government in order to discuss strategic 
developments in this critical part of the world and reconstruct a 
working relationship. Even before President Reagan came to 
office the U.S. Government agreed to try to expand security, 
economic, political, and intelligence relationships at a pace 
acceptable to Tehran. In the fall of 1»79, the U.S. undertook 
three secret missions to Tehram 


September 1979 •■■■R <®«t secretly with Sazargan at the 
request of the Iranians) 



normalization of relations) 


when these meetings and the secret November 1, 1979 meeting in 
Algiers, between Irzezmski and Prime Minister Bazargan. became 
public in Iran, they helped precipitate the takeover of the U.S. 
Embassy by radical elements and lad to the resignation of the 
Bazargan government. These events have adversely influenced 
Iran's subsequent willingness to engage in any direct contact 
with the use. ^ 


Oespite mutual difficulties involved in re-establishing normal 
relations, our strategic interests in the Persian Gulf mandate 
persistent efforts to establish a dialogue. In this regard, it 
is notable that only a few major countries do not have relations 
with Iran -- Egypt, Jordan, Morocco, Israel, South Africa, and 
the United States. Even Iraq continues to have diplomatic 
relations with Iran. 


Iran la the key to a region of vital importance to the West, yet 
it is increasingly threatened by growing Soviet military power 
and political Influence along its borders and inside its 
territory. Over tho course of the last two years, the Soviets 
and their surrogates have moved actively to gain greater 
influence in the Gulft 


-- The Soviets believe that once Khomeini dies, they will have 
an excellent opportunity to influence the formation of a 
government in Tehran that jerves Soviet strategic interests 
in the area. I* 

sSgljfKy, oadk .rSHPr' 

- TOP SECRET • 



592 





Communist nations ftava become tha principal arm* aupoUar* 
to Iran — making Iran dependent on this aourca of tuopiv i*» 
contending with an increasingly strengthened Iraq. This 
laada ua to the conclusion that tha Soviata may wall ba 
attempting to pursua thair own ravolution in Iran. That u 
by fueling both aidaa in tha conflict, tha Soviata could 
wall encourage a disastrous 'final offensive* by Iran that 
would pracipitata a political disintegration in Iran, 
leaving a power vacuum which tha Soviata could exploit. 
Specifically, the indicators of Coesaunist influence in Iran 


are i 



The increasing desperation brought on by the costs of the Iran*Iraq 
war has exacerbated Iran's vulnerability to Soviet influence. 
Moreover, Soviet designs in Afghanistan, pressure on Pakistan, 
and actual crossborder strikes in Iran from Afghanistan have made 
reopening a strategic dialogue increasingly important. 

w‘TOP SECRET ' 1 




in the spring of 1913, a privata African eltiien <"*<*••* 

Ladaan) laarnad from an Xsraaii government official (David 

Kimcha) that tha Xsraalis had established a liaison relationship 

with an Iranian expatriate (Manuchehr Chorbanifar) in furope who 

sought Israali halp in establishing contact w * th 

mant In acknowledging tha naad to demonstrate tha bonafides o. 

tha Iranian officials involved, ha (Ghorbanifar) 

his * sponsors* in Tahran could also halp to rasolva tha American 

hostaga situation in Balrut. 

Xn Juna of 19*3, in tha midst of tha TWA-947 hijacking, tha 
Israali officials in diract contact with tha Iranian •*P**f^** 
askad hiai to usa his Influanca with sanior Iranian off1* to 
obtain tha ralaasa of tha hljackad passengers. Two d*y* 
this approach, four Americans hold separately from 
tha hijacked passangaryjar^raa^n^u^r i a ^ 

for.l ? n Minl.t. r *»Uy «tlb.M.J;iwv«n*« with 
tha captors. Aafsanjanl. in ht» apoooK °n Mov«mto«r 4. 
tha first tima publicly acknowledged his role in this matter. 

^q»4Rm»—- -1- AFnhrf«' 
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On Jultf, 3. during a visit to Washington, an Israeli 

oTJTclal(Kimche) advised National Security Advisor, Robert 
McFarlane, that Israel had established a channel of communication 
with authoritative elements in Iran who were interested m 
determining whether the United States was open to a discreet, 
high-level dialogue. The Iranians were described as comprising 
the principal figures of the government (i.e.. Speaker of the 
Majlis Rafsanjani, Prime Minister Musavi, and Khomeini's 
heir-apparent. Ayatollah Montaieril and as being devoted to a 
reorientation of Iranian policy. 


At this first meeting, McFarlane went to great length to draw out 
the Israeli as to why he found the Iranian proposal credible, 
given the events of the past six years. The Israeli replied that 
their exhaustive analysis had gone beyond the surface logic 
deriving from the chaos and decline within Iran and the 
degenerative effects of the war, to more concrete tests of the 
willingness of the Iranians to take personal risks. He noted 
that the Iranians had exposed themselves to possible compromise 
by meeting with Israelis and by passing extremely sensitive 
intelligence on the situation (and political llnsgpMwithin Iran 
-- information which was proven valid. 


The Israeli asked H P- 

No mefltffch' wf! mad^o: any pre-conditions or Iranian priorities. 
McFar lane conveyed this propos al to the President (in the 
presence of the Chief of btato . TfieTresident said that he 
believed such a dialogue would be worthwhile at least to the 
point of determining the validity of the interlocutors. This 
decision was passed to the Israel i diplomat by telep hone,^ 


On August 2, 1913 , the Israeli called again on McFarlane. At 
this meeting, he stated that he had conveyed our position to the 
Iranian intermediary and that the Iranians had responded that 
they recognised the need for both sides to have tangible evidence 
of the bona fides of the other and that they believed they could 
affect the release of the Americans held hostage in Lebanon. 


According to the Israeli, the Iranians separately stated that 
they were vulnerable as a group and before having any prospect of 
being able to affect change within Iran they would need to be 
substantially strengthened. To do so, they would need to secure 
the cooperation of military and/or Revolutionary Guard leaders. 
Toward this end, they expressed the view that the most credible 
demonstration of their influence and abilities would be to secure 
limited amounts of U.S. equipment. The Israeli asksd for our 
position oh such actions. 



'W; 


msEcaai' 





Mr. Mcrarlane elevated this proposition to ths Prssidsnt at a 
mooting within days thot ineludsd tho Secretaries of State and 
Oofonso and tho Director of Control Intelligence. Tho President 
ototod thot, while ho.could undorttond thot aeauming tho 
legitimacy of tho intorlocutoro, they would bo quite vulnerable 
ond ultimately ought dooor'vo our support to ineludo tangible 
materiel; ot tho time, wittout ony first bond experience in 
dooling with tho*, ho coul^not authorise ony tronafors of 
Military materiel. This woo eonvoyod to tho Xorooli. 


On August 22 , IMS, tho tsrooli diplomat eollod onco more to 
rooort thot tho sassage hod boon eonvoyod ond thot on imposts of 
confidence existed. Mo asked whot tho position of tho U.S. 
Government would bo to on Zsrooli tronsfor of modest quontitios 
of dofonsivo militory materiel. Mc/otlooo replied thot liOr 
sudh On action-would rsp*t*o«f o distlnc«on without * difference. 
Tha Israoli diplomat oxploinad oc gtsot length that lerael had 
its own policy intorosts that would bo s#ti4 by foots ring such o 
dialogue in bo ho If of tho U.S., but that o prelaw would arise 
whan ulwimatsd* thoy noodod to rsflicg tt o^pshod 

whether -leteari~ wld bm ebl ^g Porch jjo Sfc .i i Mjjl 
thoj^choso to^shf|fc -p^hJeKjpS^'cClpSjjflESi^^-'55****^ 

I ffry'ri* l x • 

oskod for o position from our govsrnnont. McFsrlono slevated ths 
question to tho President land to tho Sscrotorioa of State 
Oofonso ond tho Oiroctor of Control Intelligence!. The President 
stated thot, while ho could envision providing motsriol support 
to moderate elements In Xran if all ths Western hostages wars 
freed, ho could not approve ony tronsfor of military m J t *f* c 
thot tins. This position was convoyed to tho Israeli diplomat. 

On September 14, 1M5, Reverend SenjomindfeU^ee ** l «*;* in 
Pei rut by tho tsioaic Jihad Organisation. This h 

preceded by on iatonsa effort on the port ofMr. tar 
Special Emissary of the Archbishop of Canterbury. To thirdate, 
Mr. Malta remains the onl^ Westerner to gvgf. meat dlractl^ with 
anoso kidnap 


t- i. et Soot ember, wo loomed that tho Israelis had transferred 
SOI TOM missiles to Iran and that t^is shipment had taksn place 
in late Auouat. Tho Israelis told^ca^that thsy undsrtook ths 

I"«r5«idSS not ” «p5.. thli t.».U d.ltv.ry Me...* - 
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wanted to r«t«in the option of exploiting the txntinq laraeli 4 
channel with Tehran in our own effort to establish a strategic 
dialogue with the Iranian government. The total value of the 501 
TOW* shipped by Israel was estimated to be less than 12 stflUon. 

On October**, 1985, Islamic Jihad announcedsthet 4d-had 'executed* 
Beirut Station Chief william Buckley in retaliation for the 
October l Israeli air raid on PLO installations is Tuffis. This 
announcement led to a series of nestings in Kurort him the u.s 
(CIA and NSC), Israeli, and Iranian intermedTariee.'^XnTtftMe 
meetings, the Iranians indicated that, while their ability to 
influence the Hixballah was waning, the Hitballah had not killed 
Buckleyj he h+d in fact died several months earlier of natural 
causes. We have since substantiated. Ufct#~tnformatioi^tn de#rle# 
of ratm U^co and David Jacobsen,-both of whom indicatm^khat 
Buckley probably died en June i, 1985 of'fbeumonia-like Ifi ptoes . 

5 In mid-November, the Israelis through a senior officer in the 

Prime Minister's office (Amiran Nir), indicated that the Government 
of Israel wai> convinced that they were nearing a breakthrough 
with Iran on a high-level dialogue. The Israeli asked a U.S. 
(official 'North) for the name of a European-based airline which 
yP* could di icrewt4y-~tr4nsij^so Iran for the purpose of delivering 
• . Jpassengets and cargo7"£Wewere assured, it the time, that the 
fjfU'" Israelis wer: noing to^Try oil drillinq parts as an incentive,* 

}since we had expressed so much displeasureovej^h^earlier TOW 
l shipment. The name of the proprietaryfltMHHHHBHHI w as 
passed to the Israeli, who subsequently had the aircraft 
chartered through normal commercial contract for a flight frqak—v i 
Tel Aviv to Trbris, Iran, on November 25, 1985. In January,Cwe/"^^ 
learned that the Israelis, responding to urgent entreaties from 
the Iranians, used the aircraft to transport 18 HAWK missiles to 
Iran in an effort t o improve the static inr defenses around 
Tehran . The Israelis were unwitting or tne Cm involvement in 
the aTrline and the airline was paid at the normal commercial 
rate (approximately 8127,700). The airline personel were also 
unwitting of the cargo they^ax*ijid. taa**. 


U-'i 

>**■ 


i ru. 


The Israeli delivery of HA WK; missiles r aised serious U.S.( goncernj ^ 
that these deliveries wereCIeopardiiiTn^our objective of arranging 
a direct meetin g with hig h-level Iranian officials. As a conse¬ 
quenc e of U.S.c Tnitiati9% and by mutual agreement of all three 
^partiei, these rnisillei7were subsequently returned to Israel in 
TlBTffVry 1986. —^ jUk. 

On Oecember 7, the President convened a meeting in the white 
House (residence) to discuss next steps in our efforts to 
establish direct contact with the Iranians. Attending the 
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maating vara tha chiaf of Staff, Stcrtuntt of Stat# and 
Oafansa, tha Daputy Diractor of Cantral Intailiganca. and tha 
Assistant to tha Prasidant for National Sacurity Affair* and hi* 
Oaputy. Irradiataly aftar tha maating, Nr. McFarlana dapartad 
for London to maat with tha Israali official and tha Iranian 
contact to maka claar tha natura of our intarast in a dia.’ogua 
with Iran. At this maating, Nr. McFarlana, as instructad by tha 
Prasidant, statad thatt 


-- tha U.S. was opan to a political dialogua with Tran, but 
that no such dialogua could maka prograss for as long as 
groups saan as dominatad by Iran ha Id U.S. hostagas; and 

— tha U.S. could undar no circumstancas transfar arms to Iran 
in axchanga for hostagas. 


Thasa points wara mada diractly to tha Iranian intarlocutor. Tha 
Iranian rapliad chat, uniats his associatas in Tahran wara 
strangthanad, thay could not risk going ahaad with tha dialogua. 
Mr. McFarlana acknowladgad tha position but statad wa could not 
changa our position. In a saparata naating with tha Israali 
official, Mr. McFarlana mada claar our strong otojactions to tha 
Israali shipmant of tha TON missilat. Following thasa maatings, 
Mr. McFarlana raturnad to Washington and shortly tharaaftar laft 
activa govarnmanc sarvica. 


On January 2, tha Prima Ministar of Israal dispatchad a *pacial 
amissary to tha U.S. (Amlram Nir) to raviaw proposals for naxt 
staps in daaling with Iran. Tha Israalis urgad that wa racontidar 
tha issua of providing liaiitad dafansiva arms to thosa attamptmg 
to taka powar in Tahran, ainca all othar incantivas (aconomic 
assistanca, madical suppliaa, machina parts) wara of no valua in 
shoring-up thosa who wantad an opaning to tha Wast. Admiral 
Poindaxtar notad our strlnqgnt obiactlons to tha HAWK missila 
shipmant* in Novambar ahd notad that tha U.S. would hava to act 
to hava tham raturnad (a atap undartakan in Fabruary, whan all 
’ISjaisailaa wara raturnad to Israal). In that any implamantation 
oftha Israali proposals would raguira tha activa participation 
of tha intalliganca coasaunity, tha NSC Staff <North> was tasxad 
io_prapara a covart action finding, 
finding coassaacad on January 4. 


work on this Prasidantial 


On January «, tha Prasidant, tha Vica Prasidant, tha Chiaf of 
Staff, and tha National Sacurity Advisor and his assistant 
raviawad tha first draft of tha Finding and tha racommandations 
mada by tha Prima Ministar of Israal through his spacial 

amissary. 


On January 7, tha Prasidant mat in tha Oval Offica with tha Vica 
Prasidant, tha Chiaf of Staff, Sacratarias Shult* and wainbargar. 
Attornay Canaral Maasa, Oiractor Casay, and tha National Sacurity 
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Advisor to discuss the overall situation in Iran and prospacts , 
for a strategic dialogue. It was again notad that Hr. McFarLana. 
on raturn from his trip to London, had recommended that no 
furthar action ba taken uniass a mechanism could ba astabiishad 
by which tha U.S. could exert battar control ovar avants. Ha 
agreed, in pnncipla, with Diractor Casay that providing limitad 
quantities of dafansiva arms after tha hostages ware released 
still had marit. loth Secretary Shult* and Secretary Weinberger 
objected to any provision of arms, citing that we could not ba 
sure that these would really help moderate elements and that, if 
exposed, the project would not be understood by moderate Arabs 
and would be.seen as contravening our policy of not dealing with 
states that support terrorism. Tha President decided that we 
should attempt to keep the Israeli channel active as long as it 
offered possibilities for meetings with high-level Iranian 
officials and left open the issue of providing defensive arms to 
Iran if all the hostages were released. 

It was further determined by the President that any dialogue with 
the Iranians must be aimed at achieving the following goals: 

— Devising a formula for re-establishing a strategic 
relationship with Tehran. 

Ending the Iran-Iraq War on honorable terms. 

- Convincing Iran to cease its support for terrorism and 
radical subversion. 

Helping ensure the territorial integrity of Iran and 
coordinating ways in which we might counter Soviet 
activities in the region. 


The President made clear that a western dialogue with Iran would 
be precluded unless Iran were willing to use its influence to 
achieve the release of Western hostages in Beirut. He also made 
clear that we could not and would not engage in trading arms .cr 
hostages. Secretaries Shultx and Weinberger retained their 
original position on providing any amrs to Iran, but Attorney 
General Naess and Director Casey both supported the concept as a 
valid Mans of opening the dialogue. Attorney General Meese 
noted a ltll determination by then Attorney General Trench Smith 
that transferring small quantities of arms through third 
countries under a Covert Action finding was not illegal. 


> 

* 








met in London. At this meeting, the Iranians agreed 
that, IF the USC would provida dafanalva weapons (TOWs) to Iran, 
they would, in turn, provida same to tha Afghan Mujahideen. Tha 
U.S. aid# agreed to explore thia poaaibility and, working with 
tha Zaraalia, aatablishad tha following mechanism for transfer of 
tha waapona: 

-- Tha Iranian intermediary (Ghorbamfar) would dapoait fund* 
in an Iaraall account. 

Tha laraalia would tranafar funda to a atarila U.S.- 
controllad account in an ovarsaaa bank. 

Uaing thaaa funda, tha CIA would covartly obtain material 
authorlaad for tranafar from U.S. military atocka and 
transport thia to Iaraal for onward movamant to Iran. 

Uaing tha procaduraa atipulatad above, SI. 7 million was deposited 
in tha CIA account in Ganeva on February 11, 1916 and on 
February 14, 1,000 TOWs ware tranaportad to Iaraal for pre-position 
ing. Thaaa TOW a wara transferred by CIA from 000 (U^^Army 
atocka in Annla ton. Alabama) an*! tra naportad throu gh^^^^^^l 
HlllHljliHlHr uaing atandard CZA-OOCflMBHHM legistics 
arrangementa. Folicy-leva 1 coordination for these arrangamanta 
waa effected by NIC (North) wi'.h 000 (Armitage) and CIA (Clair 
George). The TOWs were placed in a covert Israeli facility 
awaiting onward shipment. 
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On February lf-21. U.S. (NSC and CIA), laraali and Iranian 
officials mat in Germany to discuss problems in arranging a 
maating among high er-lsvel officials^,, At this meeting^ the 

Iranian s committed _ 

__ ~ "7 Aftar cod ad authorization 

was racaivad fro* Washington, tha 0.17 sida agreed to provida 
1,000 T«Ws to Iran at a clear signal of U.f. linearity. This 
delivery was eoasaancad on tha Corning of February 2and 
completed in evo transits to Tehram on February 21.^Trans¬ 

portation from Israal to Iran was aboard a falsa flag Israali 
aircraft. 



On Fabruary 24, U.S. (CIA and oAialils mat 4*ain in 

Frankfurt with tha Israali- and Iranian officials to discuss naxt 
staps. At this maating, tha U.S. sida urgad that tha Iranians 
axpadita a maating ne rg higher-level odflciaLo-oa. both sides. ^ 

On Fabruary 21, tha Prime Minister of Israal wrota to President 
Reagan (Tab 8) urging continuad afforts to achiava a strategic 
breakthrough with Irab, b§|^eJUng consideration for tha safety^ 
of recently seised Isfiel^Vifelyee.'■* 

On March 7, U.S. (CIA and NSC) and Israali raprasantativas mat 
with tha Iranian intermediary in Paris to determine whether any 
further progress was possible in arranging for a high-level 
meeting with U.S. and Iranian officials. During these meetings, 
tha intermediary emphasised tha deteriorating economic situation 
in Iran and Iranian anxieties regarding increasing Iraqi militarv 
effectiveness. 

The escalation of tensions with Libya, leading up to the April 14 
strike, prevented further dialogue from taking place until the 
Iranians urged the intermediary (Chorbanifar) to accelerate the 
effort in late April, ISIS. At that point, the Iranian expatriate 
advised us through the Israeli point-of-contact that the 
leadership in Tehran was prepared to commence a secret dialogue 
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vieh the United States along th* linos of our established goals 

we believe that th* Iranians were stimulated to ranaw the cont-r*. 

by tha April 1? murdar of hostaga Peter KilburnMP - ™™™^'- 

1 in retaliation for tha U.S. raid on 


Tha Iranian axpatnaea told tha NSC and CIA officers, who mat" 
with him in Europe at tha and of April, that tha Iranians did not 



On May 6, 7, 1916, U.S. and Israeli officer* mat in London with 
tha Iranian intermediary in which ha urged that we taka immediate 
steps to arrange for a high-level U.S./Iranian meeting in Tehran. 
During the London meeting, the Iranian urged that wa IU.S. and 
Israel) taka immediate steps to help with Iranian air defense. 

Ha emphasized that th* Iraqi Air Tore* was increasingly affective 
of late and that the Iranians were desperate to stop attacks on 
population centers. Th* Israelis also used this opportunity to 
privately ask th* U.S. to replace th* 509 TOWs which they had 
sent to Iran in August, 1985. The Israelis were informed via 
coded message on May 15 that th* U.S. had agreed to th* Iranian 
request for limited anti-air defense equipment and to replenish 
th* 500 TOWs sent by Israel. 


Based on assurances that wa could at last meat fac*-to-fac* with 
top-level Iranian officials, on May IS, the President authorized 
a secret mission to Tehran by former National Security Advisor 
McFarlane, accompanied by a CIA annuitant, CIA communicators, 
members of the NSC staff, and the Israeli and Iranian interlocu¬ 
tors. 


On May IS, the Iranians, through the Israelis provided S6.SM for 
deposit in the CIA secure funding mechanism. The funds were used 
to acquire SOI TOW missiles (for replenishing th* TOWs Israel 
shipped in September 19IS) and acquiring HAWK missile electronic 
spak* p arts. This material was subsequently moved toHMSw 
repackaged and shipped to Kelly AFB for onward movement to 
Israel on May 22. As in the February shipment, the CIA provided 
logistics support for the movement of this materiel to Israel. 


In order to ensure operational security, the McFarlane trip was 
made from Israel, coincident with the delivery of a pallet of 
pa**p for Iranian defensive weapons systems (HAWK spare 
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electronic parts). At the specific rsquatt of eha Iranians, 
alias foreign documentation -- obtained from the CIA -- 

was used. CIA also provided covert transportation support from 
CONUS to Israel for the Merer lane party.- The group was 
transported from Israel to Tehran aboard an Israeli Air Tore* 707 
with false flag markings. 


In the course of the four-day (May 25—2*1 visit* lengthy meetings 
were held with high-level Iranian officials, the first direct 
contact between the two governments in over six years. Mr. 
McParlane and his team were able to establish the basis for a 
continuing relationship and clearly articulate our objectives, 
concerns, and intentions. The group was also able to assess 
first hand the internal political dynamic in Tehran and the 
effect of the war which Iran clearly can no longer win. Using 
Presidentially approved Terms of Reference (Tab •). which had 
been reviewed and approved by appropriate Cabinet officers. 
McParlane emphasised that our interest in Iran transcended the 
hostages, but the continued detention of hostages by a Lebanese 
group philosophically aligned with Iran prevented progress. 
During the visit. Mr. McParlane made clean 

— that we l—ilssianrrfl^teopo smd Uam Un efjor^ato expel us 

from the Middg* 2" 

— that we firmly opposed their use of terrorism; 

— that we accepted their revolution and did not seek to 
reverse it; 

— that we had numerous other disagreements involving regional 
policies (i.e.. Lebanon. Nicaragua, etc.), but might also 
find areas of c o m mon interest li.e.. Afghanistan and the 
Soviet threat to the Gulf) through dialogue. 


During these meetings, both sides used the opportunity to detail 
the obstacles to implementing a strategic relationship between 
the two countries. In addition to the points noted above, Mr. 
McParlane emphasised the political problems caused by Iranian 
involvement in the hostage issue. The Iranians objected to the 
USG embargo on U.S. military supplies already paid for plus the 
continued USG blocking of Iranian assets in the U.S., 

U.t. courts had ruled in their favor. During the course of these 
meetings, the Iranian officials admitted that they could not win 
the war. but were in a dilemma in Tehran over how to end the 
conflict given the need to present an Iraniat. "victory" before it 

SSu M.SStaSS. Th.y 

Saddam Hussein, must be removed from power in order CDr the war 
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to end. Hr. NerarUnt concluded the visit by summanxinc that 
notwithstanding Iranian intaraat in carrying on with the dielocus 
wo could not proceed wtth further diseuationa in light of their 
unwillingness to exert the full weight of their influence to 
cause the release of the western hostages in Lebanon. 

On June 10, Majlis Speaker Rafsanjani, in a speech in Tehran made 
guarded reference to Iranian interest in improved relations with 
the U.S. On July 21, Father Lawrence Jenco was released in the 
•ekka Valley and found his way to a Syrian military checkpoint. 

On August 2, the remaining three pallets (less than H planeload) 
of electronic parts for Iranian anti-aircraft defenses (HAWK 
missile sub-components) arrived in Tehran. Aa in all flights 
to/from Iran this delivery was made with «& Israeli Air Force 
aircraft (707) using false flag markings. ^Timing of the <ft livery 
was based on .coordination among U.S., Israeli and Iranian 
officials. 

In early August ISM, the contact with the Iranian expatriate 
began to focus exclusively on the willingness of the USG to 
provide military assistance to Iran in exchange for hostages and 
we sought to establish different channels of coeasunication which 
would lead us more directly to pragmatic and moderate elements in 
the Iranian hierarachy. In mid-August, a private American 
citixen (MGCM Richard Secord, USAF (Ret.I) acting within the 
purview of the January Covert Action Finding, made conta ct in 
Europe with ■■■■■■■■■■■■a relative ■■■Hof a 
senior Iranian orziciar (Rafsanjani). with th^ailTstance of the 
CIA, this IranianHHHtas brought covertly to Washington for 
detailed discussions, we Judged this effort to be useful in 
establishing contact with a close confidant of the man judged to 
be the moot influential and pragmatic political figure in Iran 
(Rafsanjani). These discussions reaffirmed the basic objectives 
of the (J.S. in seeking a political dialogue with Tehran, we also 
provided assessments designed to discourage an Iranian offensive 
and contribute to an Iranian decision to negotiate an end to the 
war. The assessments also detailed the Soviet threat to Iran. 

Through August, September, and October ISIS, numerous additional 
meetings were held in Europe between U.S. representatives and the 
new Iranian contacts. During the October 21, 1711 meeting in 
Frankfurt, Germany, the U.S. side, as in the past, Insisted that 
the release of the hostages was a pre-requisite to any progress. 
The Iranian,urged th at we take a more active role 
in susport f 
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«, -acobsen via rnuiM oy Mia ciftot|M«r . 

American-Massy compound in Wat »olnit. W* (Kf- Mbii» in 
East fainat immediately diapatehad an embassy officer to Meat 
la i rut to pick up Hr. Jacobean. ^ 

It la now apparent that persistant O.f. effort* Jo astabiish 
contact with Iran and subsequent publlcspeculationregarding 
these contacts have probably •acerbated the power/!S 9 2i!. in 
Iran between pragmatic elements (led by kaftanJani) and «oti 
radical factions (under the overall «po n *or*hlp °* Aystrollah 
Hontateri). tn late October, radical supporters (of Montaseri) 
revealed the (kafaanjaaU contact with the UfO and the tanas of 
the contact. In order to defend himself against charges of 
colluding with tttr'VM and to preserve a degree of latitude for 
both parties, Majlis J peaksr kaftan Jani provided a purposely 
distorted version of^tne Hay If 14 Mcfarlane mission in his 
Hnvishtr 4 address to the ms sea. Moderate Iranian political 
leaders apparently now feel constrained to settle their interna 
polltlcaL^probleme before proceeding with the 0.1. relationship 
The revelations in Tshran regarding the Mcfarlane mission * r# 
a •■tons treble evidence of the internal power struggle. The 
October 1444 arrest of radical leader Mehdi Hashemi, * 
confidant and son In-law of Ayatollah Hontesari, for acts of 
terrorism and treason has caused further internal conflict. 

absolution of the Lebanon hostage situation is also complicated 
R^iSinS X?enleS Influxes in Lebanon due in part to financial 
constraints and the fact that the Libyans are expanding their 
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On November 7, the day altar a meeting with ^T^T'otlieiala, 
Iranian govarnmant authorities arrested six othar individual* 
involvad in radical activities. Among tha two wara aanior 
military ollicars and a Majlis daputy (Ahead Rashani), tha 
grandson of Ayatollah Kashani, a conspirator ^n tha 190 attampt 
against tha Shah. 


oaspita thasa intarnal difficulties attendamr-puBaicity ill 
tha Western madia* tha Iranians contlnua to sustain'difect 
contact with tha USG and mat agai n in C *"inii in >r 9-lO<. 

with NS C an d CIA representativ es.| 



_ _ Soth|[^HHHHHHl h4V * varnad that furthar 

isclosuras could ham tnaai paraonally and tha longar-tarra 
intarasts of tha two countries. 


It is important to nota that sinca tha initiation of tha USG 

contact with Iran thara has baan no avidanca of Iranian govern- 

mant complicity in acts of tarrorisa against tha U.S. w* do not 
know who seised tha last thraa American hostages in Beirut 

(Messrs. Read* Cicippio, and Tracy). Tha Islamic Jihad 
Organization (IJO) has disclaimed responsibility -- as ha 
Iranian interlocutors. 


■HmHHHPHHHHHHH It is possible that 
iSerTcan^Ter^ridnappe^atthe direction of Iranian radicals 
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loyal to tho now imprisoned Hahdi Hasheml. if so. this could ba 
an affort to undermine tha nascant U.S.-Iranian strategic 
dialogue and exacerbate* tha intarnal Iranian power struqqla 
aqainst tha praqmatic faction with which wa hava baan in contact. 


Throughout this procass, tha (JSC has actad within tha Halts of 
established policy and in compliance with all U.S. law. Tha 
shipment of 2,001 U.S. TOWs and 235 HANK aissila electronic spare 
parts was undertaken within tha provisions of a Covert Action,, 
finding. 


During tha course of this operation -- and before -- tha U.S. was 

cognisant of only three shipments froa Israel to Iran. 

Specifically! 

-- The Israelis acknowledged the August 1915 shipment of SOS 

TOWs after it had taken place. Until wa ware advised by tha 
Israelis, and had the information subsequently confirmed by 
Iranian authorities, we were unaware of the composition oC 
tha shipment, we subsequently agreed to replace these TOWs 
in Hay of 19M. *-* - 

— The-vteyember 1915 shipment^f ll tfraeli **** * mi ssiles was 
ncuf art authorise#exceptionto policy. ThiS'TSfpment was 
retrieved in February 1986 as a consequdhce of U.S. 
intervention. ^ 


-- The October 1986 shipment of 500 TOWs from Israel to Iran 
was undertaken with U.S. acquiescence. These TOWs were 
replaced on Sovember 7. 

In support of this finding and at the direction of the President, 
the CZA provided the following operational assistance! 


-- CIA communications officers and an annuitant to assist in 
various phases of the operation. 

Sterile overseas.bank accounts for financial transactions. 

-- a secure transhipment point for the dispatch of U.S. 
military items fro* the U.S. 

— Transhipment of military items from the U.S. to Israel. 

Communications and intelligence support for the meetings 
with Iranian officials and the Hcfarlane trip to Tehran in 
May. 


- -" . . 
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-- Cleared meeting aitee in Europe for meeting* with Iranian 
officiala. 

-- Fabricated and aliaa documentation for U.S. and foreign 
officials for meetings in Europe and Tehran. 

The weapons and materiel provided under this program vers judged 
to be inadequate to alter either the balance of military power ~r 
the outcome of the war with Iraq. They have* however* demonstrated 
the O.S. commitment to Iranian territorial integrity and served 
to support those in Iran interested in opening a strategic 
relationship with the U.S. U.S. efforts over the last II months 
have had tangible results on Iranian policy« 

" The ftafsanjanl/Velayatl Intervention on behalf of the TWA 
1147 passengers (June IMS). 

— Iranian direction that the hijacked Fan Am 171 would not be 
received in Iranian territory if it left Karachi. 



The releasn of three American and at least two French 
hostages. 


The initiation of an Iranian dialogue with their regional 
neighbors. 

Continued delay in the Iranian 'final offensive.' 


Finally* it must also be noted that the U.S. ants embargo 
notwithstanding. Nest European nations have provided S5Q0 million 
a year in military equipment to Iran. Moat of these transfers 
were aecooflished with government knowledge and/or acquiescence. 

Ml appropriate Cabinet Officers have been apprised throughout. 
The Congress was not briefed on the covert action Finding due to 
the extraordinary sensitivity of our Iranian contacts and the 
potential consequences for our strategic position in Southwest 
Asia. Finally, our efforts to achieve the release of the 
hostages in Lebanon must continue to rely on discreet contacts 
and intermediaries who cannot perform if they are revealed. 
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Novsnbsr 21, 1916 


Meeting Wj^h Senior Presidential Advisors 


H 456V 


LOCATIONt 
TIKE t 


Having rrrrm 

Situation Rooa 
2 1 00 p.m. - 3i00 p.a. 

JOHN M. POINDEXTER 


I. PURPOSE 

To review the situation in Iran and discuss how host to 
reinvigorate our policy in ths Middle East and Persian Gulf. 


II. SACKGROUHD 

The disclosure of the Iran Initiative has exacerbated the 
laederehip struggle in Tehran and damaged our influence in the 
Middle Eeet and Persian Gulf. To assess the eonsequencee of this 
situetion, and what we can do to restore our poeition, our 
discueeion will open with a detailed briefing on the internal 
situation in Iran. George Cave, CIA's premier expert on Iran 
(who acompanied Sod to Tehran and participated in other meetings 
with the Iranians), will provide the group with an intelligence 
briefing based on our most recent contacts. Cave will depart at 
the conclusion of his presentation. 


In the follow-up discussion, it is essential that we reach a 
consensus on how to proceed in our efforts with Iran. Of even 
greater significance is the need to narshal bureaucratic 
resources — notably the State Department -- to the 

rationale for our initiative and to dispatch a special emissary 
to key posts. The mission of the emissary (perhaps the Vice 
President with Under Secretary Armacost) would be to explain not 
only the strategic rationale for our action, but also to place 
the Initiative in the context of our broader regional objectives, 
for instance, he muat also address the peace J; in 

relatione with Syria, and the Soviet role in the Middle East, in 
addition to Iran. He should probably visit Jordan, Iraq, Saudi 
Arabia, Egypt, Pakistan and several European countries. 
assignment of such a mission to State, to include participation 
from NSC, Defense and CIA, might provide the catelyst 
to generate much-needed bureaucratic activism. It would 
send fc signal of governmental unity, overcoming a P* rc *P^®” 
the region that internal divisions have paralyted our ability to 
act. 
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III. PARTICIPANTS 

The Viet President 

Secretary of State Shultz 

Secretary of Oefense Weinberger 

Attorney General Meese 

Director Casey 

Donald T. Regan 

John H. Poindexter 

Alton G. Keel 

George Cave 

IV. PRESS PLAN 


None. 


V. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

- George Cave briefing on the situation in Iran. 

- Discussion. 


Prepared 
Howard R 
Oliver L 


N 45671 


by: 

Teicher 

North 
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*« ch «* oo'ly April 1IM, the Chief of stiff 
Arftf teelted the ACCSIOC, NG Russo, to locste end ptepsrt foe ' 
tc.Mfer to M*H STOCK «*>re.lasts* 24S 1U«. of haS* p*,»J. 

ssiziis x? ^«^o|gys^^; k .r:. ‘sa: *:/• 11 

availability, location «sfil!HWC >er‘ 


- -— — *•*«• reqeeetedrj 

a ; &•» *■*»••• inferaed so of the took In* end repeated ey 
vi^l oa the lefel leewee which were prlesr 1 ly wbotbe intended 
eee» wee to be aed who woe Id notify the Mt Cl oedMfpci I!!!, 
ttenefec of nateriel U .scene of (mMBIhUBH M k^!o 

}?**} eeelf ieetiene of the ttenefec end 44 sees end the leave wit! 
the 01 renter of the JUay Staff, Lfd hr own, end/l bhllale with 
jjj^ 11 **** *** 1,u, t he lacotr, thOH donee, on er shout 1 He] 

].((TS) The NMR #erta, 21] line Itees, rlesellHF* 
Jf-?Li , S!AefiL W * n ** ** eddltlenel Toa 
tlee the AO^MS wee told to loot at the swollobl Utv of 
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r'illZtVS**?''" “*•**•* tienefere end that that 
reapeneibility fella oa the requeeter/recipleat of the eeteriel. 
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SUBJECT* Questions and Answers for the Record from Secretary 
of Dafanaa Testimony lafora tha House Permanent 
talaet Committee on Intelligence. IS December 191 * (5) 



1. Tha Committee requests a copy of tha Army Znapactor Qanaral/ 
Oanaral Counsel raport on thair investigation of tha pricing of 
TOW missiles traaafarrad to tha CIA.,-- 

A» (0) Upon completion of tha raport. a copy will ba provided 

to tha Committee. 

2. Tha Coamlttec requeata a copy of tha Secretary of Dafanaa 
memorandum and marginal notaa on tha Draft HSDD of June 19SS 

Ai (U) Thaaa are provided at TAB A. 

3. Was tha baalc TOW cold to any other country in tha laat 
two or three yeara7 

At <C) Yea. Prom PY 19B3 to PY 19M. baalc TOW waa aold to 
tha following countrlaa (quantitlaa in parentheeea)i Japan 
KenyaKoreaMorocco Somalia 


and Thailand 


4. Did Oanaral Saoord have any kind of Consultant coo tract, 
or othar ralatiooahlp or poet, with tha Department of Dafanaa 
after hla retirement? 

At (U) Yarn. Poliowing hla retirement on 1 May 1903, MO 
Saoord waa approved aa a conaaltant appointee for the 
Office of the Aaaiatant Secretary of Dafanaa (International 
Security Affairs)» specifically for the Hear Eastern and 
South Asian Affairs Region. Effective 11 July 19S3, NO 
Saoord was authorised 130 days at a rata of 9243.00 per 
day, but he’ did not serve any days in a pay status. On 11 
July 1904, NO Saoo rd was a«ain app r ove d as a consultant 
appointee and authorised 90 days at a rate of 9243.00 per 
day, but he did not serve any days in a pay statue. MO 


mm 


Oedassifcf/RdCtfN ml 
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(•cord's appointment wu terminated on 10 July 19(9* On S 

August IMS HO («cord was appointed as a consultant without 

compensation for up to ten days. This appointment was 

terminated on 4 August 19(4. and the Department has no 

record of his having been on a duty status on this appointment. 

with the following exception. Os 9 August 19(9. HO tecord 

was appointed as a consultant, without compensation, to 

the Special Operations Policy Advisory Oroup (SOFAO). His 

term on the SOPAO expired effective 4 August 1904. During 

this one-year term. HO Secord participated la one meeting 

of the SOPAO. on 19 November 19S9. He has not participated 

since, and this is the last consulting activity in which 

he participated, according to Department records. Pertinent 

documentation is enclosed at TAB S. 

S. Mas Oeneral Secord dropped from one of our co mm i ttees for 
falling to execute a financial statement? 

At (U) HO Secord served on the Special Operations Policy 

Advisory Oroup (SOPAO) from January 19S4 to August 19S4. 

although he last participated in November 1M9. HO Secord'a 

membership on the SOPAO was terminated, effective 4 August 

IMS* baaed upon his tellurs to provide the Department 

vlth flnaaciAl information (ae required la form SP 1999). 

Amplifying Information Is enclosed at TAB C. 

4. Save any VMS or other arms salaa by tha Department been 
made to any "agents or middleman" aa opposed directly to a 
recipient rmmtryT 

At (0) No PM or ether arms tales to foreign countries 
have been made by tha Department through a private atfent 

mmm 
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or middleman. There la no legal authority to aall undar 

tha Ame export Control Act to othar than an eligible 

foreign country, axcapt for aalaa to U.f. contractora 

undar faction 30 of tha Act for incorporation into and 

itema and aubaaquant axport. Tha Department haa aold 

itema to othar agenciee of tha fadaral government in 

accordance with tha Economy Act. 

7. Did any DoD Intelliganca paraonnal know anything about 
furnlehlng any lntalllganca to Iran co vering auch mattera 
aa battle plana, raaulta of fl—O] gathering of tha 
Xran-Xraq front line, ate.7 [Tha Committee made reference 
to a mewaaga to Congreeaaan Kaatenmeler from tha Deputy 
Director of Central Intelligence, Mr. McMahon.) 

At (T 1/M Mo one in the Department, including the 

Defence Intelligence Agency, knew of the furnlehlng of 


U.f. Intelligence of any type to Iran until the queetlon 
wee put to me in the If December Committee hearing. 


Upon careful review of lntalllganca fllee pureuant to my 
direction, two pleeee of information have been retrieved 
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0 Ob 



have any relationship 


with anyone who vu selling ara*s to the Contras~during"thiTtine 
wh«n such atlas war* prohibited? 

^®was twtrt that a private group vaa 

operating in support of tha Nicaraguan Contra*, and (a* 

instructed by the U.0. Ambassador■——■■I) monitored 

its activities. On one occasion, upon instruction from the 

U.t. Ambassador, admonished the group to 

L e— . _ 

^*' >rov * behavior' WBMW BMfi and on another occasion, 
at the request of a group member (a pilot), he translated 
into Spanish for fm 


pilot's request for fuel. 


■e 


the 


UNGLAHD 
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TMf SKCfttTA* V Of OKfCNM 
WASMNOTON TMC 0>«TmCTOf CO(.Uh«IA 

0«CMb«r 23, 1914 N 36548 
£411 


Honorable George P. Shultt 
Secretary of State 
Department of State 
Washington, O.C. 20520 

Dear George> 

X attach a memorandum 
Route, and about which X feel very strongly. X think the 
memo diacuttea a very bad way to do very bad buaineaa. X 
hope that we will toon have an NSPG to prevent what X tea 
ia aubatantial further damage that can come to the 
Administration from a continuation of the aame practicea 
that have cauaed ao much of the trouble* we are experiencing 
now. 



which X have aent to the White 


X think, it ia particularly unfortunate that the State 
Department*a public atatementa are now denying that we are 
continuing contacts with the Iranian goverruaent through Third 
Country rapreaentativea, which ia true only in the moat 
technical aenae of terma, and which X am afraid will cauae 
further adverse reactions whsn the truth is known. 

Sincerely, 


. Secern* 
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WASMINOTOft. THC OUTUKTOVCOCUMMA 


SYSTEM II 
90114 


0* 


2 2 DEC I960 


MEMORANDUM FOR THB ACTING ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR., , r 
• NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS N 4:4^4 


When the President announced in late November or early 
Deces^er that all further area shipments to Iran had ceased, 
and after it became apparent that the channels we were using 
to discuss hostage release, and other matters with the Iranians 
were, at the very least, ineffective, and, as is easily apparent 
now, totally counterproductive, I had assumed that we were 
finished with that entire Iranian episode and ao testified to 
Congressional Coeesittees during last week. I was astounded, 
therefore, to learn, on Friday, December 19, 1991, after ay 
testimony, that United States “negotiators" were still meeting 
with the same Iranians. 1 learned this not from our State 

Department or fro* anyone in the American government, but by 
the ease route I learned initially of the original discussions 
the Iranian * ***** 

ftWhsn we Inq uired of_ 

NEC as to the meaning^HH|HHHM|[|M I was finally advise 
that we did indeed have negotiator^, Tftmely, Nr. Raphael of 
the State Department, and probably others, still negotiating 
with the same elements in the Iranian group. I was told that 
we were no longer talking with them about selling them, arms 
and I hope this i£ true, but I have no way of knowing if it 
is true. 


I must point out as strongly as I can that any attempt 

to conduct major activities in the security field with the 
deliberate exclusion of those who have some responsibility for 
security cannot succeed in anything but adding to the troubles 
we- already have. I would very much have appreciated an 

opportunity to present to the President arguments as to why 

we should not continue dealing with these channels in Iran. 
Their total unreliability and inability to produce anything 

except public aecusationa against the United States makes the 
entire procedure not only fruitless, but particularly dangerous 
in view of today's Iranian problems. 


I think the President was entitled to have the advice of 
all of hia security advisors, and I must strongly object that 
the continuation of this practice of secrecy and attempts to 
exclude various advisors whose advice it is apparently feared 

r 


Partial* /MMU flT? 

** 8- JWoml Security Count* 

J 


XtASSXTCZS BY i SecOef 
r »nA8*2rr CM t GN* 
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LRE TEXT 


may not support the agsnda of the Stats Department, in this 
case, or some other agsnda in othar casts, can only gst us in 
mors and mors difficulty, and ssrvss tha Prssidsnt vary badly. 
I thsrsfors ask that thsrs ba a masting of tha National Sacurity 
Planning Group so this matttr can ba diacussad proparly, and 
prasantad proparly, to tha Prasidant, and that our so-call#d 
nagotiators with tha Iranian govarnmant, wharavar thay art, 
ba brought horns and instructed not to taka any furthar action 
of any kind to mast .with or discuss anything with Iranian 
govarnmant officials unlass and until thara is a Prasidantial 
dacision growing out of an NSPG masting to do so. And if thara 
is such a dacision, I would ask that tha Dafansa Dapartmant 
and tha NSC ba kapt fully informad and advised, and , qonsulted 
as to what is happaning or about to happan. N 


i consult 

45405 


I am sorry to ba sq blunt about it, but it saams to me 
incredibly wrong that the precise mechanisms of secrec*,. and 
attempts to exclude advisors who, it is feared may have different 
view, which helped causa so many of our present difficulties, 
are apparently being pursued by tha State Dapartmant at this 
time. 


I have now learned, thanks to your forthcomingnass with 
me, and by reason of our investigations, that McParlana had 
actually offered tha Iranians sensitive intelligence information, 
passed by tha U.S. as to Iraq, and that State plans another 
meeting with tha Iranians on December 27 in Ganana. I urgently 
urge that no such meetings ba permitted until we have had tha 
NSPG you vary forthrightly offered. 

I will urge,,, at that meeting that wa tall all Iranians 
in whatever channel or channels thara may ba that we will discuss 
nothing with any of them until all American hostages are returned 
unharmed. The terras of reference you kindly showed me today 
seam to me to ba wholly inadequate. 


cct Don Ragan 
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^ # -.i *4 i'sj %/ii IlIJ * 0£ i 35 

mi:.«omanouh yon thk ?:„zi 

: received ay copy of the attached aeao Iron Secoef 
wemoer 9 er to then-scon? National Security Adviser Keel 
Oecenber 24. 1«M. I callad Cap tnat day to tall rum %/ 
reaction to hie aeao. t told hiu nit assumptions ware -ro n<3 
thet I wai plad to lat hia know what is 90109 on and it na 
^n ted to know tha facta na ought to caaat firing off 
intaaparata saaos about Shs Stata Oapartaant and instead pick 
i? the pnona and call na. Cap aaid ha would do that. 



Tha Stata Oapartaant found out about continuing uaa of a 
c.nannal to tha Iranian* aftar tha fact, ft is ironic that 
othars would aecusa us of perpetuating a tactic wa found 
outrageous. I spacifiad for Cap soae of tha nuaarous occasions 
wnan wa triad to shut this down and whan wa found out aftar tha 
ffftdt that tha channel was still beinp kept opem 


A weak Oaf or a John Poindexter resigned wa triad 
decision on no aore er as to Iran, w# found out] 
■HBHBHHH|was coaaunicating directly with CIA 
01 rector Casey. W^Tav# not been a party to those contacts. 


4 ^^^^a 

l^W^XA 


we found out tha Iranians'had bean Maintaining direct 
coneaet with ex-CIA official georga Cava and wanted to nava 
another meeting. Whan wa found out tha oeetinf was to taka 
place, wa insisted on having one of our people there. 
Charlie ounbar. a Parsi•speakin* rorsign service officer 
joined Cave, w# saw this aeetinf as an opportunity to tell 
the Iranians 1) we would provide ao sore araa. and M this 
channel would no longer bo used by the JSC to convey policy 
messages; we wore there to listen. Casey subsequently aade 
an end run to Oon Satan who want to the Praaident who told 
MtC diraotor Keel to chahfa tha ineiruetiOAS for tha 
meeting and kaap tha obaanal apon bote for policy and 
intaili«anca eaofcanpea. When wo found this out. X wont 
back to tho President and pot agreement that Hike arastMt 
would be in charae of ooordinatiap our policy on Iran, 
inoludinp identifying and getting control of all tha 
various channels. Tha president said ha wanted to pursua 
contacts with the Xranisns but no nor* aras would 90 to 
than. 


Whan tha oaatinp took place, our raprasancative Ounbar 
found out that tha Iranians didn't have the word chat this 
channel had changed, were operate on proaises of araa and 
tryin 9 to ntpotiste with us on ths basis of s nins pome 
spends which they cljmrl nsd bean * 9 re#d upon. 

After Ounbsr left franxfjrt. Cave set wi tr. in Iranian 
contact the next da-, for a jecond tive. The CIA contends 
t.n; s meeting toox .»t Iranian request, we did 'not 

1 jC'.or 11 " tn:i second •'•.••ting end ve were not mfortfpd m 
advance it was to sane p.sce. 


HMi*i .»iv Ulic n 


etdMl 0ftUMM7,WMN M 

«wy j w to gvto.m»_ 
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3 C£: 

1 

\ • *: : ic see -; S j-, . 

-n ; cn -e ar ? 1-4.* ?. ran:sets r«:**«n ;^ /f _, ‘ 

Washington jnd jn Irjnim . n • tr l ac j t ar .n ?*nrjn ran*.;n «~ 
througn *id-Janjary. 3eg;nmng 3 ece*oer 2?. : - i r .. f ; J . 
w«s present for -nac Agency sa;d -ere ill a' :•» prc^» 
cilli. only heard tne Csve end o( ant :il<!. s u:; ., 

these ranvtrncion*. tne Irimin eapnasized t.nev s* ; 

expected 4rits to a* delivered *nd txprtiiid n:s disoleasl’t 
over State Separtsent involvement *n the issue, n.nce Sti**» 
-IS *See<ing -0 Spoil m.191-. 


Finally. on 
Arm# jupnel 
Cave channel 
1 n-Jor »at 1 on 



aeing generited; 


-l og tne Agency informed 
decided to close down tne 
since t.nere was no useful 


-r2» «r«25* 

a^lr— 


f */, 1 
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iccsmiW bfr dtfiNu 

MrAftMNOTON TNC 0*T»KT 0* COU**ia 


SYSTEM XX 
10012 


* JAK ISIS 


/fry 

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT TO THE FRESIDENT FOR NATXONALaa 
SECURITY AFFAIRE ' 

SUBJECTi U.S. Follcy Toward Nicaragua <U) 


(C) X boliava It' urgent that we updata our policy towar?^^^ 
Nicaragua. In particular, whan Congrats raturna. wa will hava 
to addraaa tha p rob law of funding for tha Freedom Flghtara. 


j EXHIBIT 

I Qauivr. 


(SI So far at X know, your four objactivss for Nicaragua 
(aatabllthad by NSDO 124) ara atlll fully valldt 


• ganulna implementation of democracy; 

- variflad and to axport of subversion; 

- variflad removal of Cuban/Soviet bloc parsonnal> and 

- variflad reduction of Nlearaguan military forces to 
regional parity. 


(SI Thera seems to be no prospect of accomplishing these 
objectives without improved asslstsnca to tha Freedom 
Fighters. This calls for planning to gsnerate tha requisite 
Congressional approval. No may wish to consider mixtures of 
support; overt and •©overt*i direct and indirect (through 
third countries. Tor example); political, humanitarian* and., 
military. Ttw joint Chiefs of Staff share ay view that our 
support for the resistance to tha Sandlnlstas must continue 
and also that we must bring our political, diplomatic, and 
economic strength to beer. 


(C) Z rsoommanl that you have an NERO meeting scheduled, 
as soon as feasible in January, to develop an updated approach 
toward Nicaragua, with particular focus on an effective ap¬ 
proach to Congress. 


cot Chairman. JCS 


i on an a 

r) 

>v (Y \V 










UtteuMUAL* 
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MEMORANDUM 


iiNcmm 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
March 5, 1M) 


SYSTEM XV 
WIC/XCS-40021* 

N 7184 


tssm 


MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C. MCFAAL4K1 
FROM* OLIVER L. NORTSK 




■ kuncii 


S OBJECT t I— 


jAid to the Nicaraguan Resistance 


Attached at Tab X ia a ■•to from you to Sacratarlaa Shults and 
Weinberger, Director Casey, and Genixa.1 Veaaey asking for their 
views on increaaed U.S. aaaiatanc of / Your memo ia 

caat aa suggestion which derivss rFSte trip to the region. 


The real purpose of your memo is to find a way by which we can 
compensate that J the extraordinary assistance they* 

are providing to the Mlcaragufn freedom fighter^ At Tab XX are 

end-user certlficatea which that _ _ i provided for the 

purchase of nearly ISM worth of munitions to be delivered to thev 
FOR. These nine documents are a dlrqfit consequence of Jthe 
informal liaison we have established!^ Jand yout. 

moating with he andl v The ammunition and weapons 

identified in those document a wlll^e delivered in several 
shipments (2 by aircraft and 1 by sea) starting ori ox about 
March 10, ltSS^Bll shipments will be delivered _ .be 

receipted for]M| • an? turned over to 

FOB representflTves at. on - 

arrival. Adolfo is convinced* and X agree, that,_ 

have not removed or withheld any equipment/nunitions fro* the TON 
deliveries which have occurred to date. 

During one of the meetings! Jia, which the 

process above was arranged, one of _ _ f 

presented a "wish list - of items whidh they desperately need in 
order to prosecute their war against the Cuban-supported 
guerrillas. A copy of the list is attached at Tab XXX. Each of 
the items identified are in priority within four principal 
categories! Aircraft, Ground Forces Equipment, Weapons and 
Munitions, and Mon-Tactical Military Equipment. 



625 


UNSWIED 

J N 7185 


Your mono at Tab I doaa not re for to tha arrangements which have 
baan made for supporting tha raalstanea through^ 7lt 

doaa, however, urge that ve taka a taps now to improve thfTr 
situation. Onea wa have approval for at least eoma of what 
have asked for, wa ean ensure that tha right people lnfl 
understand that wa are able to provide raaults fro* theT 
cooperation on tha resistance issue. 


RfCONHIMPATXON 
That you sign and 
Approve 


trans it tha i 


o at Tab X. 
Disapprove 



Attachments 

Tab X «_McFarlana Memo to Shultx/Weinberger/Casey/Vessey 

Tab XX llnd-Usar Certificates 

Tab XXX /Military Equipment Requirements 
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ur&m 

THC WHITE HOUSE 

HIMO'ON 

March 11. 19IS 


NEMOftAMDUM fO* TH* WOHOfcASLt <3EO*CI P. MULT* 
Tha Secretary of Stato 


SYSTEM XV 
NSC/XCS-400215 - 

* 

N 7187 

SENSITIVE 


Tltt MONO SAILS CASPAS W. WEXNMPOE* 
Tha Sacratary of Oafaaaa 


Tilt MOMOSAIL! WILLIAM J. CASEY 
Tha Director of Central Intelligence 


CEUtftAL JOMM W. VtSSSY, J*. 

The Cha lima a. Joint Chiefs of Staff 


Progress toward Democracy <C) 


SVSJECTt Assisting 

During ay brig/ atop in/ 

made a eonvincif^ ease fS 

coamilnent to 'democracy. They also noted their critical need 
relatively snail amounts of security assistance, economic aid. 
and support for thrir struggling agricultural sector. (C) 


Xn recent weeks. there appears to have been an Increase in 
guerrilla attacks and subversion. It is entirely llkejy that ue 
will see core polarising activity of this kind as the( 
elections approach. ^Unless tl* Arsty has adequate support, 
certain elements^ cay use the guerrilla action as a 

reeeon to defer elections or"to Justify counter-productive, 
jrapreaslve ceaeurea. Unfortunately, the Congress only provided 
in rv-IS XMCT fund# froc the Administration’av_ 
beeprity aaalatence request. While the PY-t< request for- 
in security assistance provides hope for the future, 
X t would J MS that we need to look for ways in which we can help 
between now and their elections. (•) 


Xt ie. therefore, requested that Itay take the lead Ui 
developing imaginative alternative*, cen be 

peewidnd with aea ictance to ieprove their aeeurity situation. Ue 
eheuld ceqjldeat ' ... 

r J *• w * l3L 

ae activities by ether O’.S* agenda* wh\ch could have a positive 
effect on internal security oonditiona.i 


Our goal in il] o't.thls should be to provide all possible" 


Drlasifi-d;/ :leu*l OfiJJWtemilEl 
•Mir prwrc .. j of E.J. 12356 ' 

“7 ' i.’ • 'a! SecJi. ■ Council 


prog rase toward daeocracy. 



hobert C 




Sf O I 
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UNCLftSSIflF.fi 


N 7189 




J la da fabraro da 1,985. 


Safloraa: 

£H£3GY RESOURCES DtTCUfATlCVAL 
WMD Kapla Ava. !ut 
Vita*, r a., 22180. 


SaAoraa: 

:.’ot dirlficoa a uatadai, para aa.nif«atcri«a qua por «£ 
ta &«dio aacaaoa axtaodiaado ZZ ZZSZIV.Z JZl.'AL 

por 3IE2 MU (10,000) riTlaa autoniticoa, lot cualat aaria 
daatinadoa para uao axcluaiao dal Zjlrclto da ^ j • 

no taria raaxportadss ni vacdidca a otro pait, tiaad(^ 
daatino firal. 

Sir. ocro particular, aprovacio 1* opcrtur.iiai para *- A 
crlbtma atantanacta. 




** > 



♦ \“V C 
► *> 

, i« ; •;. 
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/N » I f . V *• 


cexiiiicacion ?e D£::irro fi:.al 


N 7190 


14 d« fabraro da 1 ,995* 

J 


Safioraat 

2NLRGT RISOUHCES INT£HKAT10IfAL 
440 Kaplt Art. East 
Vitna, Va. t 22180. 

Stftorasi 

Koa dlrifUBoa c. uattdta, para aanifaatarlaa qua por •£ 
ta aadio-aatacoa axtaadiacdo C23?I5ICA::o:? D£ 3I$TI.:0 rl'-A- 
por 0XS2 MIL (10,000) Xibraa da axploaivo (HI) - O o TST j 
OS ML QUIH1BII0S (1,500) datonadoraa variadoi, loa cutlaa 
atria dastinadoa para uao axcluiivo dal Ijircitc da, 
fllj ao atria raaxportadoa ni vandiios a otro pait, titdir 
•1 da stir, o fiaal* 

8ia otro particular, aprovteho la oportuaidad para au£ 


UNCIASSW 


0ribIrma ataataaaata* 
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£gj:?;eA^o:f nr'it 



/14 da ftbraro dt 1,985. 


S.Joraa: 

ENXHOI RESOURCES INTER5ATI0NAL 
440 ttapla iv«. East 
Viana, Va., 22180. 


S«Aor«tt 

;>oi diriginoa a uatadaa, part aanifastarlas qua por’at- 
tt madio astaxos axtaniiaaio CIRTIFICACIO:.' DS DISTII.'O Fi:*Al 
dal satarial qua a coatinuaeidn aa datallaj al cual^sari das 
t La ado para uao axcluaivo dal E;)4rcito da y qo sa¬ 
ri raaxportado ai vaodido a otro pala, aiaadq, al - 

daatlno finals 

A. 150 aaatrallaloraa 

B. 150 aortaroa da 60*a. -coaplatoi-. 

C. 100 aortaroa da 61 m. -coaplato*-. 

S. 150 laaxagranadaa K-79 

E. -30 fuailaa ain ratrocaao da 57tx. 

Sin otro partiouiar, aprovacbo la oportunldad para aua- 
cribira# atantaaanta. 

MftASSlftD 
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czsTiriCACio:: oe D5.;?i?;q 



; 


14 da fabrtr© da 1,985. 


Saflorta: 

ENERGY RESOURCES INTERNATIONAL 
440 Map It ATI. East 
Vitna, Va., 22180. 


Stfiorta: 

Nos dirigifios a uittdts, para saciftstarlas out por *> 
ts r.tdio titacot txtscditado CiRTIJIC/.CIC:; 21 DESTH'O TZT..Z 
dtl material qua a concinuacidn at details, el cual aar4 « 
destiaado para uxo sxcIusIto dal EJircito da^ y jo 

sari reexportado al Ysadido a otro pais, siando< 
si dsstino finali — 

A. 10,000 cranadas K-79. 

B. -3*000 granadas da 60as. 

C. -2,000 graaadas da Siam. 

Sin otro particular, aprovecho la oportuniiad para s. 
cribirat acentaaeate. 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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N 7193 


gs-CACi:.: ai a-sriMO FI"AL 


J 


114 d* f*br«ro d* 1,965. 


S* flora *i 

BTE30T RESOURCES IHHR5ATI5JLL 
440 ttapl* Ay*, tut 
Vi*a*, V*., 22160. 


To*, dirif Lxo* * u*t*i*», par* canif*atarl*« qu* por 
t* stdlo ii;t 30 < txt*ndi3aio CiRIUICACIGU OS DESrlKO F^A- 
4*1 eat*rial qu* a coatiauaciia i* datallA* *1 euaL, «*r4 d*j, 
tlatio para u*o *xclu*ivo d*l Sjlrcito d^ »T &A *•- 

rA r**xportado ni y*alido * otro paia, aifftdo^ #1 - 

dcatlno final» 

A. 3,000 cracadat RPO-7. 

B. —100 laxuafraAadaa BPG-7. 

Sin otro particular, aproy*cbo la oportusidad para au*- 
oribira* at*ntaa*at*. 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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N 7194 


cp::neicioi» ra tn?no mi 

dt Ttte«ro.df 1,965 


Safioraai 

22TCKGT MS0UBCE3 UTTERHATI05AL 
*40 Kapla At#. £ut 
viwu, va., saieo. 


St?, ora a: 

ftoa dlrlgimoa a uatadaa, para aanifcatarlaa qua por »1 
ta aadlo aataaoa axtandiando C£?.nriCAC:C!I DE DISTr.’O FINAL 
por DOS ML (2,000) aiaaa anti-paracoalaa y OU MIL <',000) 
aioaa anti-tanqua, laa cuniaa atria daatinadaa para uao ax* 
clualro dal da^ J no aarAn raaxportadaa - 

nl randidaa a otro pala, aiaadc^ ^/al daitino final. 

8ia otro particular, aprovtcho la oportunidad para au£ 
crlbiraa atantaaanta. 
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I 

I 

\ 


saaaasisa ss saim mm 




J 


14 da Yabraro 


dt*1,965. 


SaAoraai 

OZHOY RESOURCES INTIRHATIONAL 
440 Mapla Ara. bat 
Vlaaa, Va., 22180. 


SaAoraa: 

Noa dlrigiaoa a usttdai, para aanlfaatarlaa qua por*#^ 
ta eallo aataaoa axtanliando CSHTIFICACIC:: DE D2STIJT0 Ti::AL 
por TAE3 hXL (3*000) LAV ROCKETS, qua vlaaaa daatlnadoa pa¬ 
ra uao axaluaivo dal Ej4rolto d( 7 no a aria raax- 

portadoa ai raadidoa a otro pala, aiaadd^ al daat^ 

ao fiaal. 

31a otro particular, aprovaeho la oportualdad para a._ 
orlblraa ataataaaata. 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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ggg:r:cAC!o a aa ossnso fisal 


14 da fibriro da 1,965, 

y 


Safioraat 

ESEROT RESOURCES ETT2R5ATI05JL1 
440 n*plt Avc. lilt 
Viana, Va., 22160. 


Safioraa: 


Hos dirlflaoa a uatcdaa, para canifastarlaa qua por'n- 

ta ctdio aatarci axtaadiaado CERCTICACICr D* OOSTIKC 71KAL 

por 0122 (10) lansaeobataa tlarra-alra y CDfCUESTA (50) aia^ 

laa tiarra*alra, lot eualaa viaaaa daatiaadoa para uao aaclu 
>» V ~ 

iiTO dal 2j4rcito da^ .7 no sarin raaxportadoa ai — 

▼andidoa a otro paia, alaado : '•l daatino final. 

Sin otro particular, aprovtcao la oportuaidad para su; 
oribiraa ataataaaota. 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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a/r. 


C- :?IHCACIOy DZ DEaTIilO FINAL 



14 da fabraro da 198% 




Safioraa ENZ20Y UCSOOSCSS XimiJUTlOJUL 
440 Kapla Axa. tut 
Viana, Va., 22100. 


Sa.lcrts: 

Noa dirifixos a ustadas, par* aa&ifaatarlaa qua per aa* 

ta aedio aatasos extandiando CStTinCACICK DS DR3TIN0 FXHAL 

por CltTCO WTLLOHIS (5*000,000) da oartuehoa Ball Asao, cal^ 

bra 7.62a*., loa eualaa aarin daatinadoa para uao axcluaixo 
/ 

dal XJArelto d^_ y no aaria raaxportadoa nl randi- 

doa a etro pals, siaadb" al daatino final. 

Sin otro particular, arrovacho la cprrt'jridmd par* su± 
oribiraa da uatadaa atantaaanta. 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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Ths following military equipment a nd « «fvlcj« have bqen 

identified as ths highest priority_ (Any in 

combetting tha Communist guerrillas. ThayWre listed^in sequence 
of hlghast to lowest naad within aach category. 


Aircraft! 

« daw or refurbished helicopters and spare parts for existing 
inventory. 

-- Spare parts for fixed wing cargo aircraft. 

— dew or refurbished ground attack aircraft and spare parts 
for existing inventory. 

-- New trainer aircraft and related spare parts. 


Ground Forces louloment i 

— Communications equipment, including secure voice systems. 
-- Various vehicles for troop and logistical transport. 

— engineering equipment, including bulldozers, roed-qradert, 
and surrey instruments. 


weapons and Munitions. 

— Light and medium weapons, including M-l« rifles, H-40 
machine guns, pistols (•mm and .45 caliber), 01mm and 40mm 
mortars, and 90mm recoilless rifles. 

-- Ground force munitions, including mortar, recoilless rifle, 
and artillery rounds, assorted mines and expleslves, and 
7.12 x 91 linked ammunition, plus hand grenades. 

— Aerial munitions, including 200 and 500 pound bombs and 2.75 
inch rockets with appropriate warhead mixes. 


Addition. 1 hon-T.etlc.1 immll.i «r* IWllWM- 

— ri.14 hospital «<alpMat, ««mx. 1 Mdle.l .uppll.., *n« 
training for paramedics. 

— Teetleel radars for use in detecting border.’ infiltration. 


■ i vJMfJOZ 


mini lAAirim 




640 


Exhibit CWW-39 

UNCLASSIFIED ^~i 


c 2710 

IS March 1985 


MEMORANDUM TOR: THE RECORO 

SUBJECT: 8r«*kf*st with Secretary and Deputy 

Secretary of Defend, 15 March 190S 


Pwtwtr MUttf/iiH > 1 

laiflwteirfEi law 1 

j IXHIftIT 

1 Cua^LST 


Jtf s. Nkti Kttfetti Scarify Councfl 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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C 2711 


7. Question of the support to the Contras cane up. The Director 
noted that we should have another meeting on It but following last week's 
meeting of the ISG we tended to be leaning towards norvlethal aid. I 
described the assignment given to Motley to develop different options 
which could be packaged and then played against Senators lugar and 
Ourenberger to see what combination of options In a single package might 
be acceptable to Congress. But 1 noted at the meeting that there was no 
agreement that we would be limited to non-lethal aid. The Olrector said 
that HcFarlane was to meet with Lugar and O urenberge r today. In closing 
theSecretary stated that he had heard thatHHHHHHSBHHHMIl 
had earmarked $25 million for the Contras In $0 oil 1 ion 
increment« 


O 


\/ohn N. McMahon 


cc DO I 
DOO 

•"CA/ODCI 
EA/DCI 
Exec. Sec. 

Exec. Registry 


Partially Declassified/fialWfl« 

unddf prwHio* p( E& 12H . 
by B. Rtfs«r A HatkKUl filGtttfy. QMI 


1 Vc£.*> 
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r COON 

SECRET ‘""nVf.;//-rttrff 0 " oc 


ACTION ‘ ' January 15, 

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN M. POINDEXTER 
FROI** OLIVER L. NORTH y 


t . 



SUBJECTi 


Masting with Canaral Jack Calvin, USSOUTCHOM 


You ara achadulad to meet with Canaral Jack Calvin on Thursday, 
January 16 from 10 1 30-11 1 00 a.a. Canaral Calvin haa soaa spacific 
racoaaandationa on futura plana for aora affactlva support to tha 
Democratic Rasiatanca Forcaa (DRF) la.Nicaragua. In this regard, 
Elliott Abrahes advlsad today that Senator Dole is drafting a 
bill which will provide overt military support for tha DRF. Ha 
reportedly haa Senators Lugar, Bumpers, and loren as co-sponsors 
and Senator Sam Nunn is considering whether or not to *sign-on. a 


Canaral Co man was and is an active proponent of a greater role 
for the Special Forces in training/advising both the Salvadoran 
military the DRF. General Calvin sharaa this belief. Both 
remain convinced that the CIA lacks the military expertise 
necessary to adequately train and advise the DRF in an appropriate 
strategy or even the proper tactics. Their concern is not 
unfounded. To this date, the CIA has been unable to produce a 
coherent military strategy, the tactics to support such a 
strategy, or to adequately train the force to accomplish either. 
Admittedly, some of the problem is because of our 'on again- 
off again* Congressional restrictions. But, no small part of the 
'problem is a lack of expertise in the paramilitary side of tha 
CIA operations direcorate. 



Finally, General Galvin has asked that you agree to periodic 
(about once a month) meetings with you to discuss sensitive 
issue 



eneral Galvin to 

etlng with a'return Tuesday morning. 


RECOMMENDATION 

^^That you review the points above prior to your meeting 
Approve 


SECRET 

Declassifyt OAOR 


IMSpr 
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UNCLASSIFIED 
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WORKING PAPER 
ACIS - 1740/86-b 
24 October 1986 
Copy J. of _1 


3736 


mwomhob for: 


The Record 


FROM: 

SUBJECT; 


OoufUl George 

Chief* Anas Control Into 1 llgence SUff 
Overview of OCl-SECOEF BreUfitt. 24 October 1986 


1. This aeaorandue provides in overview, which 1 estimate to be 100 
percent accurate In scope and about 85 percent complete on the eost Important 
details, of today's breakfast between^! Casey and SECOEF Weinberger. Deputy 
Secretary Taft and 1 were the only otWr attendees. The topics below are laid 
out In what I believe to be the ordar' j^hlch they caee up. (OUO) 


C 


Partially Declassified/tek^ ori-S&kililil 
under pwfsioaj of £.0. 1*35$~ 
3. Reger, National Security Countf 


n «XHI»IT 



UNCLASSIFIFH r= 
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UNCLASSIFIED « »» 




21, R<<a *rd 1 Aq Central America; the DC I said that Secretary Abraas had- 
reported thatMMj|^HHKere 'holding us up.* Secretary Taft said that 
was tttt lame oTdslory^Bre (!.«., gear.-the F-S) and faster. And the US 
««as do lag exactly that. (S/NF) 




VMDfiSffD 
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Central lr>tfU>$e'’Ct Ag«"i. 

. :: : 9'»5 


Six* 


23 October 1986 


MOTE FOE: OCX 

SIAJVCT: Stuap/Haailton letter, 13 Oct 86 




Ve have b««n informed chat Secretary 
Velnberger wants to talk about the Stuap/ 
Haallton letter of 13 October. I understand 
that General Helna briefed you on this in 
your weekly with hi* this afternoon. 



fa:?.* ' 




*+*^*4+ . 


•:.ly Oeclassin«l/IUja»J 

•jnder prtvlciwtf o( EX.1?55< 
by 3. Reger, Hejionai 5£urtty. CounfiH 


/^W , (3C7 C I 

*/ ' tttirhr 

t i 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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£ 3739 
3 7 vo 
37V/ 
37V7 
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23 Oetobar 198* 



Dtr H— °* C# * lr * 1 

Irtakfait with Sacra tar? Valabargar aod Dtputy Sacrat ary Taft, 
2* Octobar, at 07*3 (Tha P«eta(o«) 


o 



Pc;l>a!!y D«::3ssifie<!/fcei*«ed on3^4^8.7 
.,nder provision of EJ). 1?^ 
ty 3, Re^r, Ileficr^l Security Cou r iCtl 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

omici of r m« inimctoi ttNiau 
W«(minSTON OC I0J10 1700 


D 



DAIG-IO 




SUBJECT: rinal Report of Investigation Into the Facta and 

Circumstances Surrounding the Sale and/or Transfer of 
Missiles, Spare Parts, and other Related Equipment to 
Selected Middle Eastern Countries (U) 


Secretary of the Army 
Headquarters, Department of the Army 
Washington, D.c. 20310 


X. (U) AUTHORITY 

1. (U) Pursuant to the Secretary o; the Army's (SA) directive 

of 2S November 1915, this investigation was conducted from 28 
November 1915 through 30 January 1917 by COLs Ned w. Becheldor 
and James O. Morton, LTCs Richard L. whltenton, Robert r. 
Trotter, end Thomas R. Prickett, MAJ Isaac Brown and Me. Sandra 
O. Sleber, United States Army Inspector General Agency (USAZGA). 
(Exhibit A) 


THIS DOCUMENT CONTAINS CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY PROPRIETARY 
INFORMATION. THIS INFORMATION IS MARRED ORCOH IN THE 
CLASSIFICATION PORTION MAHJONG*. SPECIAL HANDLING OF THIS 
DOCUMENT IS REQUIRED. ACCESS TO INFORMATION MARKED ORCOM IN THIS 
DOCUMENT IS LIMITED TO THOSE INDIVIDUALS APPROVED BY THE 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE. BAND CAREY DURING ROUTING. NORMAL 
ADMINISTRATIVE CHANNELS SHALL NOT BE USED. 


THE NAMES LISTED BELOW, WHICH ARE FOUND IN THE BASIC REPORT 
AND/OR EXHIBITS TO THE REPORT, ARE CLASSIFIED SECRET WHEN 
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daig-io ® 3 

SUBJECT: Final Report of Investigation... (U) 

XX. («) HATTERS IWVESTIGATKD 

1. (f) Tha investigation addressed 10 questions: 

a. (i) Ijsut lit What was tha natura and axtant of tha 
Amy's participation in tha tranafar of TOW aiaailaa and hawk 
ground support equipment rapair parts to tha Cantral Intelliaance 
Agency (CIA)? 

*>. (U) Issue <2: Did provisions of Amy Regulation (AR) 

37-60 on determining tha price of items to be sold to another 
government agency under tha Economy Act comply with tha law? 

c. (*) Issue 13: What price should the Amy have charged 

the CIA for tKsTToW missiles? * 

<*• (*) I aew • Why was the CIA charged an incorrect 

price for the Tow missiles? 

•• (•) Issue fit To what extant vara external pressures a 

factor in charging the CIA an incorrect price? 

I• (*) Itsua #6> Is it legal for the Amy to present the 

CIA an amended bill for the TOW missiles? 

g* (U) Issue 17: Why did the Amy provide such an odd 

number of TOW missiles? 

h. (•) Issue |H Did the sale of HAWK ground support 

equipment repair parts to tha CIA reduce the readinesa of U.S. 

Amy air defense forces? 

i* (S) Issue ♦»> is it possible to upgrade a HAWK missile 

system using the repair parts sold to the CIA? 


j. (0) Issue t10t Did the Amy charge the correct price 
for the HAWK ground support equipment repair parts? 


III. (•) l&qgaggEB 

3. (•) guidance. On 29 November 1996, LTD Henry Doctor, Jr., 

The Inspector general (Tig) , was called to the office of the 
Honorable James A. Ambrose, Under Secretary of the Army 
(USofA), to receive a requirement to investigate the Amy's 
participation in the shipment of arms to Iran. Discussion 
centered on the transfer of 2,009 TOW anti-tank missiles and 
several hundred HAWK ground support equipment repair parts from 
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•UBJXCT: Pinal Report of Xnvsstigstion...(U) 


o 


4 


Arsy stocks to ths CIA. The prisary raquiraaants wars to 
determine ths dstalls of Army participation and tha basis for 
financial charges to ths CIA. Thsaa iaauas ara addraasad in 
•action XV, along with othar isauaa ralaad in that initial 
assslon and dsvslopsd during ths investigation. 

4. (S) Msthodolocv 


•• (U> Jhi« invaatigation has baan ths highest priority 

activity in ths USAIGA. Activltiss includad contacts with 95 
individuals at nlns locations; ths taking of avorn, racordad 
testimony from 27 parsons; and review of ths few documents that 
could bs obtained. Ths investigators relied principally on ths 
sworn, recorded testimony of key players. 

b. (0) Ths investigation was limited in scope, it did not 
include examination of such highly publicised matters as ths 
manner in which funds to pay for ths miasilss and repair parts 
wars obtained, the disposition of any proceeds from ths sale of 
missiles and repair parts to other countries, and ths total 
involvement of senior government officials outside ths Department 
°* A*»y (OA)• Host witnesses wars members of Army organisations 
and activities. Some awovn testimony was taken from non-Army 
officials, but that was dons to help establish ths actions of 
Army officials, and not for ths purpoas of examining ths 
involvsment of othsr government activities and employees. 

J^tS^Th^Armyastablishad a detailed procedure to augment 
th *^HH|HHHHiWdascribed l n Paragraph IS) in September 
19te co provide support to ths CIA and othsr selected agencies. 
Because the requirements for TOM missiles and HAWK ground support 
equipment repair ports were considered exceptionally sensitive, 
most Army officials made no written record of their activities. 
Because records were sketchy and many witnesses understandably 
lacked a complete memory of events that transpired about a year 
ago, some conflicts regarding events and dates could not be 
resolved. 


d. (B) Sources have mentioned existing documents that may 
bs relevant to this investigation but to which ths investigators 
mars denied access. Specifically! 

(1) (•) An internal CIA investigation reportedly* 

addressed CIA Interface with the Army. The CIA report allegedly 
mentions several Army officials, including one who was said to 
have received guidance directly from LTC Oliver North, then on 
the National Security Council (NSC) staff. This investigation 
produced no evidence that any member of an Army organisation 
received any guidance directly from anyone in the NSC. 
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SUBJECT* Pinal Raport of Investigation...^) 

(2) (S) Tha invaatigatora vara told tha Padaral Bureau 
of Znvaatigation (FBI) may hava NSC notaa or othar documents 
ooncaming guidance from LTC North to CIA and/or Amy officials 
on TOM mieeile pricaa. This invaatigation producad no avidanca 
that any NSC official discussed TOM aiaaila pricaa with any 
member of an Amy organisation. 

(3) (U) Tha invaatigatora hava also baan told tha NSC 
praparad a chronology that ia ralavant to tha invaatigation. Tha 
invaatigatora laamad nothing of tha auhatanca of that 
chronology. 

a. (U) Tha fact that this invaatigation vaa conductad as 
expeditiously as possible, concurrent with othar independent and 
aanaitiva raviavs (i.e., Preeident's Special Review Board, 
Independent Couneel, Congraaaional Select Committees, PBZ, CIA, 
General Accounting Office, Amy Audit Agency) raisaa tha 
possibility that at some future data, some paraon or activity 
will reveal information pertinent to this investigation that ia 
not addressed in this raport or that conflicts with this raport. 
Additionally, there may be other documentation or evidence 
currently available of which the invaatigatora are unaware that 
could have changed tha conclusions in this raport. 

f. (U) Tha invaatigatora gave periodic status reports to 
the Honorable John 0. Karsh, Jr., Secretary of the Amy (SA), tha 
USofA, and GEN John A. Wickham, Jr., Chief of Staff, Amy (CSA). 
As tha invaatigation neared conclusion, briefInge and documents 
vara also given to tha Honorable Caspar M. Meinberger, Secretary 
of Defense (8ECDEP). The most significant was a 23 January 1917 
summary report, which vaa based on a draft of this report. Tha 
substance of that document has been incorporated into this 
raport. The summary report and othar documents uaad to provide 
information to S1C0IP am at Exhibits AZ through AL. 


IV. (S) CONSIDERATION OF THE ISSUES 

9. (S) Issue ill Mhat was the nature and extent of tha Amy's 

participation in the transfer of TOM missiles and HAWK ground 
support equipment repair parts to the CIA? 

a. (S) Summary and analysis of the TOM missile chronology. 

(1) (S) Discussion! 


(a) (S) The Army was involved in the transfer of TOW 

missiles to the CIA by providing that agency with price and 
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Final Report of Investigation...(U) 


availability information, converting improved TOWs (ITOWs) to 
beaic TOWs to meet the CIA's requirements for basic TOWs, 
skipping 2,008 TOW missiles to a location where they could be 
-picked up by the CIA, and billing the CIA for the goods and 
services delivered. Details of Army involvement in this project, 
which the Army called Project SNOWBALL, are in the chronology at 
Exhibit P. The following paragraphs present a summary. 

(b) (S) Evidence collected during this investigation 

shoved the Army first became involved in the transfer of TOW 
missiles to the CIA on Saturday, 18 January 1986. (The CIA agent 
who was the Agency's principal point of contact with 
Headquarters, Department of Army (HQDA) testified that he 
contacted LTG (then MG) Vincent M. Rueyo . the Assistant Deputy 
Chief of Staff for Logistics (ADCSLOG), on Friday, 17 January 
1986, but this date was refuted by the agent's supervisor and LTG 
Russo, and all other evidence pointed to 18 January.) On 18 
January, LTG Colin L. Powell , then a MG serving as Senior 
Military Assistant to the SECDEF, gave GEN Maxwell R. Thurman , 
the Vice Chief of Staff, Army (VCSA), a warning order to be 
prepared to deliver approximately 4,000 basic TOW missiles to the 
CIA. The first shipment was to be for 1,000 missiles, with 3,000 
more to follow. LTG Powell told the VCSA the project was to be 
closely held, and to expect "8 to 12 to 36 r.oura' 1 notice before 
the first delivery. Based on this guidance, the VCSA personally 
contacted LTG Benjamin F. Register , jr., the Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Logistics (DCSLOG), that same day. Later that day, 
upon return of the CSA, the VCSA informed the CSA of the tasking. 
The VC SA also told LTG Powell he had "turned on the sijlfc ch," and 

memorandum for record (KFR) . (Exhibits B-l, pp 2-3; B«^2, pp 3-6; 
B-3, pp 2-3; B-4, p If B-26, pp 8-11; B-27, pp 2-5, 10, 13, 14, 
16; B-32, pp 2-6; B-33; B-34, pp 4,6; AE) 


(c) (8) Upon receipt of the requirement from the 
VCSA, LTG Register tasked MAJ Christopher Simpson^ ODCSLOG's 
classified program manager, and Mr. John (T. Hill, also in 

ODCSLOG, to determine if the Army could support the requirement. 
MAJ Btapmon reviewed the Army Master Data File (AMDF) and 
determined the price of the basic TOW missile (model BGM 71A, 
national stock number (NSN) 1410-00-087-1521) was 93,169. He 
relayed that information, and the requirement to be prepared to 
ship 1,000 basic TOWs on short notice to an unspecified customer, 
to COL James a. Lincoln, the Project Manager (PM), TOW, on 18 
January 1986. (Exhibits B-4, p 1; B-5, pp 3-5; B-», pp 21-24; fi¬ 
ll, pp 5, 10, 13, 26; B-26, pp 6, 7, 29, 32, 35, 49; P3) 

(d) (8) During the next week, there were many 
discussions between representatives of the CIA and 0DCSLOG, DA, 
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and between ODCSLOG and the office of PM TOW. Requirements were 
established for a total o 1 4,501 missiles. At Aome point in the 
discussions the requirement was modified to specify Condition 
Code H A M (CCA) (serviceable without restrictions; missiles. The 
CIA stated they did not specifically request CCA but they did 
want serviceable missiles. The PM TOW determined that 4,508 CCA 
basic TOWs were not available in depot stocks. When the CIA 
would not accept ITOW or TOW 2 missiles to fill their 
requirement, the PM TOW suggested, and ODCSLOG approved, 
replacing the warheads on 2,500 ITOWe with basic TOW warheads 
from a stock pile, creating 2,500 extended range basic tow 
missiles. (Exhibits B-7, p 13; B-9, pp 5, 22-24, 50; 8-11, pp 
10-11, 28; B-12, pp 4, 5, 24, 25; B-13, pp 8, 12; B-21, p 6; B- 
22, pp 3, 5; B-26, pp 21, 31; B-27, pp 19, 23, 26; B-28. pp 68- 


(e) (S) During this same period, there were many 
discussions between the PM TOW and ODCSLOG and between ODCSLOG 
and the CIA about the proper price for missiles. Issues two 
through six address the various aspects of pricing the missiles. 
(Exhibit B-34, pp 3, 4) 

(f) (S) Based on a verbal request from the CIA, the 
first shipment of 1,000 basic TOW missiles (with a missile 
ordnance inhibitor circuit (MOIC) previously installed, model BGM 
71A2, MSN 1410-01-139-1512) was taken from inventory at Anniston 
Army Depot (ANAD) and moved to Redstone Arsenal on 29 January 
1986. The missiles were prepared for air movement from Redstone 
Army Airfield, where they remained for 14 days while the CIA 
coordinated onward movement. In the meantime, on 30 January 
1986, ANAD was directed to prepare to exchange the warheads on 
2,500 ITOWs. The exchange actually began on 3 February 1986 and 
was completed on 2t February 1916. This procedure converted 
2,500 ITOWs (model BGM 71C, MSN 1410-01-106-8514) into an equal 
number of extended range basic TOWs (model BGM 71A1, NSN 1410-01- 
007-2507). The converted missiles were stored at ANAD pending 
shipping instructions. (Exhibits B-21, pp 3,5; 19-28, 68-70; 0; 
P-1, pp 6,7; P-5; P-6; P-10; P-11; P-12) 

(g) (S) On 13 February 19S6, the first shipment of 
1,000 TOW missiles was signed for at Redstone Arsenal by KAJ 
Simpson for HQ0A and then by a CZA representative. The missiles 
were loaded on commercial trucks and departed Redstone Arsenal. 
(Exhibits B-12, pp 26, 27, 29; B-13, pp 32, 37-39; H; P-1, pp 7- 
S) 

(h) (S) on 16 May 19S6, the CZA asked HQDA to prepare 
an additional SOS missiles (identical to those in the first 
shipment) for shipment by truck from Redstone Arsenal. On 19 May 
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1986, tha missiles departed Radatona on commercial trucks 
providad by tha CIA. (Exhibits B-ll, p 43; B-13, pp 37, 38; p- 
16; P-17; P-18) 


(1) (S) Tha third, and laat, shipment undar Projact 

SNOWBALL occurrad on 3 November 1986, aftar aavaral convarsations 
batvaan tha CIA and HQDA and batvaan KQDA and PM TOW to ansura 
tha ahipaant consistad of TOWa froa tha newest lota (aaa Issua *7 
for an explanation on why lota vara iaportant). Tha soo missiles 
ahippad vara axtandad range (3750 aatara) baaic TOWa (aodal bgm 
71A1) which caaa froa tha 2,500 reworked ITOWa. Thia laft 2,000 
ravorkad ITOWa in atoraga at ANAD. Again, tha aiaailaa laft Army 
control vhan thay daparted Radatona Araanal on coaaarcial trucks 
providad by tha CIA. (Exhibits p 43; B-22, pp 11, 12 ; N; 

Of P-1, p 12; P-19; P-20; P-21; P-22) 

(j) (S) Savantaan vitnasaas vara queried about tha 

knovladga thay and othara posaassad on tha dastination of tha TOW 
aiaailaa. No U.S. Aray Missila Coaaand (MICOM) vitnasaas knew, 
at that tiaa, that tha aiaailaa vara baing transfarrad to tha 
CIA. Tha avidanca furthar indicated that no ona than serving in 
an Army organization or activity knew tha ultimate daatination of 
tha missiles aftar thay vara transfarrad to tha CIA. (LTG 
Powell, an Army officer, knew tha daatination, but ha was than 
assigned to tha Office of tha Secretary of Defense (OSD)). 
(Exhibits B-l, pp 2, 3; B-2, p 7; B-3, p 4; B-4; B-7, p 10; B-8, 
p 3; B-9, pp 78, 79; B-10, p 5; B-ll, pp 43-46; B-12, p 39; B-13, 
p 37; B-14; B-15, p 38; B-16, p 27; B-19; B-20; B-21, p 4) 

(2) (S) Conclusions: 


(a) (S) Tha Army was first alerted of a requirement 
to transfer TOW missiles to tha CIA on 18 January 1986. 

(b) (S) Tha Army and eapecially MICOM (PM TOW) and 
HQDA (ODCSLOG) vara deeply Involved in planning for and 
transferring 2,008 TOW missiles to tha CIA. 

(e) (f) Available avidanca shoved no ona at MICOM 

knew tha CIA was tha recipient of tha missiles. 

(d) (S) Available avidanca shoved no ona than in an 

Army organization knew tha ultimata dastination of tha missiles. 

b. (S) Summary and analysis of HAWX chronology. 

(1) (S) Discussion: 
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(a) (S) Tha Army was involved In the transfer of hawk 
ground support equipment repair parts to the CIA by providing 
availability data, identifying substitutes when the requested 
item was not available, consolidating all requested items at one 
depot, contracting for transportation to deliver the parts from 
that depot to a location designated by the CIA, and billing the 
CIA for goods and services furnished. Details of Army 
involvement in this project, which the Army called Project 
CROCUS, are in the chronology at Exhibit R. The following 
paragraphs present a summary. 

(b) (S) Army involvement began on 9 April 1986, when 
the Honorable William M. Taft, IV, Deputy Secretary of Defense, 
advised the CSA of a requirement to provide 240 line items of 
HAWK repair parts to the CIA. GEN Wickham subsequently tasked 
LTO Russo to act as the Army point of contact with the Agency. 
Still on 9 April 1986, LTG Russo established contact with a CIA 
representative, who later (10 April) provided LTG Russo a list of 
234 repair parts, in varying quantities required for support of 
HAWK ground support equipment. (Exhibits R-2; R-3) 

(c) (S) Over the next 20 days, ODCSLOG coordinated an 
exhaustive search, involving numerous Army organizations, the 
Defense Logistice Agency (DLA), and the United States Air Force 
(USAF), to identify and find the 234 line item numbers (LINs), 
which consisted of 146 KAWX peculiar lines, 11 lines that 
ultimately could not be identified, and 77 common items, when 
requested items appeared unavailable, the search was expanded to 
determine if the requirement could be satisfied with either a 
substitute item or the next higher assembly. During this period 
there was constant interchange between ODCSLOG and the CIA, and 
LTG Russo provided verbal updates to the VCSA and to the 
Executive Officers to the CSA and SA. By 29 April, available 
Army items were consolidated at Rad River Army Depot (RRAD), and 
on 30 April, the CIA was provided availability (in some cases, 
the quantity available was less than requested; and price data 
for 221 LXWs (11 stock numbers provided could net be identified 
and 2 were at sero balance). The CIA was given a total cost, to 
include packing, orating, handling and transportation chargee, of 
$4.4 million. (Exhibits R-4, p it R-S; R-6, pp 1-2; S) 

(d) (S) On 21 April 19S4, the CIA advised ODCSLOG of 
an additional requirement for two N pre phase II PIP (produet 
improvement program) configured" HAWK radar systems. Raview by 
ODCSLOG, HQ Army Materiel Command (AMC) and MICOM revealed that 
the only assets in stock wsre two AJf/MPQ-46 high-power 
illuminator radars, oostlng $3,OSS,800 each, purchassd by the 
Iranians before ovtffhxmt .of.• the; Shah apd.being held at 
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Letterkanny Aray Dapot pending diapoaition of Iranian claims. 

Thia information vaa paaaad to the CIA, which vaa alao advisad, 
on 13 Hay 1986, that tha radara could not ba traatad aa part of 
tha HAWK parta projact and would hava to ba raquaatad aaparataly. 
(Exhibits B-6, p 41; R-l, p 3; W) 

(a) (S) On 16 May 1986, t ha CIA certified 

availability of funda in tha amount tha 

purchaaa of tha raquaatad parta, laaa tha rsoars.On that day, 

ahippad tha parta which had baan consol idated at rrad to 

Tha dla was 

_iractad to ahip tha 11 items it managad.on rt May 1986. tha 
CIA confirmad racaipt of all itama ahippad tol 
(Exhibita R-6, p 4; R-8; R-9) 

(f) (S) On 19 or 20 May 1986, tha CIA raquaatad two 
poat phaaa II (AN/MPQ-57) HAWK radars, a nawar version of tha 
AM/MPO-4 6. and on 20 May, tha CIA cartifiad availability of 

■BgigjjMfto taat, inspect and service th^jv^AM/HPQ-4^:adar sats 
previously identified. According tha 

CIA requested tha nawar radara with tha intent of trading Israel 
tha two AM/MPQ-57 radara for two Israeli AN/MPQ-46 radara which 
could than ba ahippad to Iran. Tha AM/MPQ-;6 radars ware checked 
by Army personnel as requested. AMC also identified two AN/MPQ- 
57 radara, in depot stocks, which were held pending further 
instructions from HQDA. On 29 May 1986 MICOK advised HQDA that 
use of the Iranian owned AM/HPQ-46 radars would hava no impact on 
Army programs but ralaaaa of tha AM/MPQ-57s would affect a 
scheduled transfer of aaaats to the U.S. Marina Corps. (Exhibits 
B-26, pp 70, 93; R-10» R-ll; B-23, pp 6-7; R-12; W) 

(g) (8) On 2 June 1986, tha CIA put tha radar 
transfer action on "hold", a status which continued until 30 July 
1986. On that data, tha CIA advisad ODCSLOG the radara ware 
again a topic of discussion and a decision could be imminent. 

ODCSLOO began inquiriee into ralaaaa procedures for tha Iranian 
assets (AM/HPQ-46). On 4 August 1986, tha Defense Security 
Assistance Agency (DSAA) informed ODCSLOO that the Iranian assets 
could not ba ralaasad as title had bean passed to Iran in 
connection with Iran’s $12 billion law suit against «»D. This 
information was relayed to tha CIA on 8 August 1986. (Exhibita 
8-6, pp 41-43; R-l) 

(h) (8) During tha 5 August 1986 exchange with tha 
CIA, ODC8LOO was asked to check tha current statue of HAWK repair 
parts not available at tha time of the original ahipmant. A few 
items ware found, and on 19 August 1986, °P CSL ??.? ir IS t *5Ts 

freesing of available assets. On 4 September 1986, tha CIA 





678 


u < 


V.) II 




- SPECIAL AC CMS REQUIRED 


11 


OAIG-IO 

subject; 


Final Report of Investigation...(U) 


provided 0DCSLOO e list of requirements for 30 LIRs, including 
edded quantities of items previously shipped and items requested 
but not shipped. Some items on this list vers also found and on 
S September 1986 ODCSLOC directed these assets be frozen pending 
Farther quidanc^frCTMf QpA. By a 22 Se ptember 1986 memorandum 


_ _ Informed the G3A and v csa 

concerns that Project CROCUS ! _ 

The Army General Counsel (AGC) reiterated that concern on lo 
October>.1986 and withheld concurrence in the 8 September 1986 
ODCSLOG action memorandum on additional support of Project CROCUS 
because there was insufficient information on the ultimate 

ion of the items in question. On 22 October 
sent the SA a memo recommending no further 
for Project CROCUS until details of the 
project were made available and a legal position established. On 
24 October 1986, Mr. Karsh discussed the subject with Mr. Taft. 

As a result of that meeting, the action was placed on hold and as 
of 30 January 1987, the parts and radars were still being held by 
the Army. (Exhibits R-l? R-7; R-13; R-14; R-15; R-16) 


purpose 
1966 the| 

release 


entrv was ins 
|n^d|stinati 


(i) (U) The investigators asked twenty-five persons 

(18 in informal discussions, seven in sworn testimony) about the 
knowledge they and others possessed on the destination of the 
HAWK repair parts. There was no evidence any military or 
civilian member of any \rmy organization knew the ultimate 
destination of the repair parts. (Exhibits B-3, p 4; B-7, p 10; 
B-9, pp 78, 79; B-10, p 5; B-14? B-19; B-20; AM) 


(2) (S) Conclusions: 

(a) (I) The Army, with MICUM as the principal player 
in execution and with ODCSLOG, DA, providing guidance and 
interface with the CIA, was heavily involved in the transfer of 
HAWK ground support equipment repair parts to the CIA. 

(b) (U) The DLA and USAF participated with ODCSLOG in 
execution to the extent that some of the HAWK ground support 
equipment repair parts were supplied by their organizations. 

(e) (0) Available evidence showed no one then in an 

Army organization knew the ultimate destination of the repair 
parts. 

6. (U) Issue #2; Did provisions of AR 37-60 on determining the 

price of items to be sold to another government agency under the 
Economy Act comply with the lav? 

a. (U) Discussion; 
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(1) (U) Economy Act/AR 37-60. 

(a) (U) The Economy Act (31 USC Section 1935) stated 
an agency could order goods or services from another agency if 
four conditions vers set: (1) aaounts were available, (2) the 
transaction vas in the best Interest of the US Government, ( 3 ) 
the agency to fill the order vas able to provide or get the goods 
or services by contract, and (4) ordered goods or services could 
not be provided by contract ae”conveniently or cheaply by a 
commercial enterprise. The Economy Act also said payment aay be 
aade in advance or on delivery and "shall be for any part of the 
estimated or actual cost as determined by the agency or unit 
filling the order." The Act further provided that advance 
payments shall be adjusted "on the basis of the actual cost of 
goods or services provided." (Exhibit D) 

(b) (U) AR 37-60, Pricing for Materiel and Services, 

IS October 1985, said standard pricing vould provide a basis for 
reimbursement of Army appropriations and funds from all customers 
except for Foreign Military Sales (FMS) and Military Assistance 
Program (MAP). It further said items with a MSN were centrally 
managed and their standard price vas published in the AMDr. 

(Exhibit C) 

(c) (U) In a 2 January 1987 memo, the investigators 
asked the Office of The Judge Advocate General (OTJAG) if AR 37 - 
60 complied vith the Economy Act and if AR 37-60 should have been 
used as a basis for determining the price of goods transferred to 
another government agency or if a price based on actual cost 
should have been used. 

(d) (U) In its 7 January 1987 response, OTJAG said: 
"The term 'actual cost' in the Economy Act refers to direct 
historical or acquisition cost incurred by the Army in obtaining 
supplies or equipment. It also includes indirect costs vhich are 
significantly related to the furnishing of supplies or equipment 
to another Federal agency and vhich are funded froa currently 
available appropriations (examples of such costs include 
transportation, packaging, labeling, and handling). No statute 
authorises the Department of Defense (DOD) or DA to deviate from 
the Economy Act's actual cost reimbursement requirement. 
Nevertheless, the Economy Act gave the DOD and DA considerable 
latitude in determining the proper reimbursement for items 
transferred to other Federal agencies. Opinions of the 
comptroller General recognise that the term 'actual cost' has 'a 
flexibis meaning' and must reflect 'distinctions or differences 
in the nature of the performing agency, and the purposes or goals 
intended to be accomplished'.” 
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(•) (U) In its 7 January 1987 opinion, OTJAG also 

•aid, N AR 37-60 prescribes a proper ■•thodology for determining 
tha prica of items tranafarrad undar tha Econoay Act." OTJAG 
furthar aaid tha standard pricing mechanisms praacribad in 
AR 37-60 "represent a raaaonabla axarciaa of tha discretion 
afforded Federal agency heads by 31 USC Section 1535 (b). N OTJAG 
coordinated its response with tha offices of tha Aray General 
Counsel, Coaptrollar of tha Army, and (by telephone) tha General 
Counsel, DOD. (Exhibits E; F; AN) 

(2) (U) DODI 7510.4/AR 37-60 

(a) (U) DOD Instruction 7510.4, Unifora Policy for 
Charging Accessorial and/or Adainistrative Costs Incident to 
Issues, Salas, and Transfers of Materials, Supplies and 
Equipment, 7 April 1967, said the standard rates set forth in the 
instruction "shall be applicable" to sales and transfers of all 
materials to other government departments, agencies or 
instrumentalities. Actual costs could be charged only if unit 
price exceeded $10,000. However, the 15 October 1985 version of 
AR 3^-60, in effect at the tine of the first two shipments, said 
"actual or estimated costs nay be used when the supplying agency 
decides that a fairer charge will result for items having a unit 
value of less than $10,000." (Exhibits C; G) 

(b) (U) By a 5 January 1987 memo, the investigators 
asked OTJAG for the proper reconciliation of these conflicting 
regulations, as related to accessorial and administrative costs. 

On 14 January 19$7, a reply was received from the Assistant COA 
for Fiscal Policy, the proponent for AR 37-60, to whom the 
question had been referred. The reply indicated the 28 July 1986 
update of AR 37-60 eliminated the actual cost exception for items 
under $10,000. This change was based on guidance from DOD that 
the 15 October 19$5 version was not in conformance with DODI 
7510.4; the Army ehould have required and should have been 
charging 3.5* o f materiel costs for accessorial costs on items 
with a unit cost of less than $10,000. (Exhibits H; I) 

b. (U) Conclusions! 

(1) (U) Provisions of AR 37-60 on determining the 
unit price of items to be sold to another government agency under 
the Economy Act complied with the lav. 

(2) (U) That portion of AR 37-60 which permitted 

charging actual costs, in lieu of standard rates, when unit value 
was less than $10,000, conflicted with DODI 7510.4. COA \ 
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eliminated that conflict whan it publiahad an updata cf AR 37-60 
on 2S July 1916. 

7. (f) laaua #3: What priea should tha Any hava chargad tha 

CZA for TOW aiasilee? 

a. (S) Discussion: 


(1) (S) Tha Any was tasked on 18 January 1986 to ba 

praparad to provide 4,000 TOW aissilas, on short notica, to tha 
CZA. Datails of this tasking ara at Issua #1. (Exhibits 8-1, p 
J; B-2, p 3) 


(2) (8) Tha tasking for "basic" TOWs was translatad 

in Any tans to aaan BGX-71A TOW aissilas. on tha basis of 
subsaquant discussions with tha CIA, MQDA aodifiad tha 
raquiraaant to opacify Condition Coda N A M (CCA) (sarvicaabla 
without rastriction) aissilas. Sinca all Any stocks of BGM-7lAs 
wars Condition Coda N M N (CCX) (rastrictad - coabat usa only), tha 
naxt bast way to aaat tha raquiraaant was to provida BGM-71A2 
aissilas (a BGX-71A aissila with a Xissile Ordnanca Inhibitor 
Circuit (XOIC) installad). Kowavar, Any stocks of BGH-71A2* 
(2,356 on hand) wars not sufficiant to satisfy tha antira 
raquiraaant (4,508). *QDA than dacidad to provida 2,008 BGM- 
7lA2a from stock a.d convert 2,500 BGM-71C (ITOW aissilas) to 
BGM-71A1 by raaoving tha ITOW werhaad and raplacing it with a 
basic aissila warhaad. (Exhibits B-4? B-9, pp 21-24, 25-28, 46, 
49-50? B-13, pp 13-14> B-12, pp 4-5, 11, 24) 


(3) (8) A prioa of $3,469 for tha aissilas was 

astablishad on or about 27 January 1986 by LTG Russo, ADCSLOG, 
using tha followiV4g logici 

(a) (U) Any Mutar Data Fila (AKDF) prioa for BCM- 
71A - $3,169 

(b) (U) Sstiaatad coat of a NOIC and installation - 

$300 

(e) (U) Basic aissilas vara all tha saaa, ragardlass 

of tha incraasad rang#. 

(d) (U) Raplacaaant oosts vara not applicabla undar 

tha Booaoay Act. (Exhibit B-6, pp 6, 10-11) 


(4) (•) ' Actual costs la the aaount of $30,691 

($23,191 for the first tvo shipaants, $7,S00 for tha third) for 
aeoassorial expanses associated with tha shipaants vara chargad 
to tha CZA. A detailed suaaary of tha original charges for TOW 
aissilas is provided below. 
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TOW MISSILE CHARGE MATRIX 


(ORIGINAL CHARGES TO CIA) 


BGM 71A2 


COSTS 

MISSILES (1,508) (1st and 

2d Shipaant) 

55,231,252 

tnit Prica 

3,469 

71A 

[3,169] 


tfOIC 

[300] 


ANCILLARY COSTS 


23,191 

Transportation 

4,583 

Labor/Matarials 

9,901 


Othar (Sacurity, TDY) 

8,707 


MISSILE MODIFICATION (from ITOW to basic TOW) 

377,720 

71A2 Misailaa (SUBTOTAL)(1st and 2d Shipaant) 

$5,632,163 1 

BGM 71A1 



MISSILES (500) (3d Shipaant) 

$1,734,500 

Unit Prica 

3,469 


71A 

[3,169] 


MOIC 

[300] 


ANCILLARY COSTS 


7,500 

Transportation 

3,383 


Labor/Matarials 

3,960 


Sacurity 

157 


71A1 Misailaa (SUBTOTAL) 

(3d Shipaant) 

$1,742,000^ 

TOTAL 


$7,374,163 


MOTES: 

1. (S) Amount paid to tha Any by tha CIA aa of 30 January 
1987. 

2. (S) As.of 30 January 1917, tbs CIA had not paid ths Army for 
tha third shipaant. 

(S) (f) Tha investigation includad an indapandant 

prica assessment by OAIG investigators, basad on appropriata dod 
and DA regulations and input froa tha officaa of tha DOD and Army 
Sonara1 Counaala, to aithar validata or corract tha prica tha 
Aray chargad tha CIA. In this assessment, tha invastigatora 
found: (Exhibits I; Jr K; L; M) 

(a) (U) Pricing procaduraa in AR 37-60 callad for 

axtracting tha itas's standard prica froa tha AKDF and adding 
ancillary charges, whan appropriata, to arriva at tha total coat 
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of tha items aold. Tha application of depot aodificationa to 
items in inventory, as was dona to 2,500 missiles, was to ba 
treated as a procurement cost, per paragraph 2-2g, AR 37-60, and 
added to the existing standard price to arrive at the revised 
standard price. (Exhibit C) 

(b) (U) Standard prices for materiel were contained 
in t’*i AMDF, published monthly by the AMC Catalog Data Activity 
(CDA) based on input from AMC. AMC had overall responsibility 
for determining AMDF prices, with the item manager at subordinate 
commands responsible for price input to the AMDF. (Exhibit AH) 

(c) (S) The basis for what the Army should have 
charged the CIA was: 

(1) (U) Construction of the unit price for the first and 

second shipments of 1,508 missiles (BGM-71A2) should have been 
based on the latest procurement/AMDF standard price of $3,169 for 
the basic TOW (BGM-71A) and the cost of the MOIC plus 
installation cost. The MOIC kits vers procured from Hughes 
Aircraft under contract DAAH01-84-C-0940 at a unit cost of 
$156.90, and ANAD installation/labor cost was $168 per missile, 
thus establishing a "should have been charged" price of $3493.90. 
A summary of the corrected charges for the 1,508 missiles in the 
first two shipments is provided below: 

PRICE CONSTRUCTION 


(BGM 71A2 - 1st and 2d SHIPMENT - 1,508 
January 1986 AMDF Standard Price (BGM-71A) 
MOIC Kit 
Labor 

Corrected Standard Unit Price for 71A2 


MSLS) . 
$3,169.00 x 
156.90 
168.00 
$3,493.90 


(Exhibit AF) 

(2) (S) To meet the CIA requirement, 2,500 ITOWs (BGM-71C) 

vers modified by exchanging ITOW warheads for basic TOW warheads 
from depot stocks at a depot cost of $377,619.23 or unit cost of 
$151.03. The original warhead cost of $358.74 for the 500 
missiles shipped was computed by applying the weighted average, 
as specified in AR 37-60, to three lots of warheads of various 
quantities and prices. Tha same procedure as above was used to 
arrive at the currant unit price of $20$.74 for tha basic Tow 
warhead, which replaced tha ITOW warhead. A summary of the 
corrected charges for the last 500 missiles transferred to the 
CIA is provided below: (Exhibits C; AF; AG) 


-.7* 


W . . . 
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7lAl - 3rd SIX 


S00 KSU) 


January 1986 AWDF ITOW Standard Prica 
Labor Coat for Warhead Change 
Basic TOW Werhead 

tubtotal 

Credit for ITOW Warhead 

(reused in ITOW produetioa) / 

Corraatad 71A1 Onit friaa / 
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SB,069.00 1/2 
151.05 
208.74 
3428.79 
<358.74> 


$8070.05 


Prica indicated is the most accurate possible at the tins of 
investigation and aeeounts for matheeetical and obvious errors in 
the methodology used. TBs prising procedures, as raflactad in 
this report, are in accordance with A* 37-60. Due to the general 
nature and complexity of the regulation end the lack of A 
implementing instructions at intermediate levels of operation, M 
changes in the procedures nay be r^Sguired. 

a The January 1986 AMDF price of 98,878 for a BGM-71C, KIM 1410- 
01-106-8514, was based upon input fron the 16 July 1985 TOW pm 
annual review forwarded to the TOW I tee Manager in the Missile 
Logistics Center (MLC) on 29 August 1985. The figure traiismitted 
to MLC was extracted fron the wrong line of the form used by pm 
TOW to oompute cost and included nonrecurring and unfunded costs 
not authorised in computation of standard price. The figure 
transnitted to MLC was $8,619, the total rxs sales price, and in 
fact should have been $8,069, the base FMS price. Before the 2 
October 1985 subaission to CDh, the itsn manager added another 3% 
surcharge not authorised by Ah 37-60. (Ixhibits L; AF? AO; AP; 

AQ) 

(3) (S) AMillary costs were computed IAW a provision 
in Ah 37-60, dated IS October 1985, that allowed for the use of 
actual pecking, crating, and handling (PCM) costs for items with 
a unit price under $10,000. however, that method was contrary to 
guidance in DOO Instruction 7S10.4 dated 7 April 1967. Based on 
DOO gui dance , an update of Ah 37-60, dated 28 July 1986, 
eliaimated the provisions for mec of actual costs for PCX for 
ltcna under $10,000 each. Baaed on this DOD guidance and tha 
encoded version of Ah 37*60, end with the support of OTJAO end 
OOk opinions, the investigatore found tha CXA should hsva been 
3.9% of the hardware cost for PCX. (Inhibits C; 0; X) 


( 4 ) 


(I) CIA ves charged $377,619.23 for labor 

__ _rt 2, bOO news Bo basis TOWs. Tha individual 

alecile prise that should hsva bean charged for the last 500 
nieeilea shipped iMludes $75,523.85 of the total labor soats. 
The remaining $302,061.36 U still a valid scat to tha CIA 
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bacauaa all 2,500 siasiles vara convartad in February 1986 a 


CORRECT TOW MISSILE PRICE 
IAW AR 37^60 

Miaaila Hardvara (1,508) (BGM 71A2) 

(lat and 2d Shipaanta) 

Packing, Crating and 

Handling Coata for tha BOM 7iA2a 

Miaaila Hardvara (500) (BGM 71A1) 

(3d Shipaant) 


55,268,801.2Q 1 


184,408.04 2 
54,035,025.OQ 3 


Packing, Crating and 

Handling Coata for BGM 7iAla 


141,225.87 2 


Modification Coat for Raaaining 2,000 Miaailaa 

Total 

Total Shortfall 


5302,095.38 4 
59,931,555.49 
<92,597,392.49* 


Notaa: 1. (U) 

2. (U) 

3 . ( 0 ) 

4. (U) 


AMDF prica of $3,169 for BCM-71A plua actual coat 
of 5324.90 for tha MOIC kit and inatallation 
coat. 

Rapraaanta 3.5% of tha hardvara coat. 

Baaad on a corrected BGM 71A1 unit prica of 
59070.05. 

Dapot modification coat for 500 missiles included 
in tha missile hardvara (500) prica ia 
975,523.95. 


(5) (S) Concluaiona: 


^ Ar *y * hou ld hava chargad 93,493.90 aach 

for XP Wtai »i—flas (firat and second shipment) and 99,070.05 
•ach EXT— lasslnlng 500 (third shipment). 

(b) <W»Ancillary ooata should hava baan chargad at 
tha rata of 3.M of hardvara ooata, to eoaply with DODI 7510 4 . 
Tha actual aaount chargad for ancillary coata vaa inconsistent 
vith DOD policy bacauaa provisions of AR 37*50 datad 15 October 
1995 vara contrary tb DOD Instruction 7510.4. 

(c) (S) Tha CIA should have baan chargad 9302,095.38 
to recover tha coat of modification to Missiles modified to 
support tha requirement but not shipped. 
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(d) (V) The M TOW and KICOW used incorrect 

pro ced ures when developing the Any standard price, published in 
tbs Aicor , for iron (POM-TIC) nissilss. 

t. (f) Issue #4 1 Why was the CIA charged an incorrect pries 
for ths Tow nissilss? 


a. (S) Wide nee: 


(1) (S) OSH Thurman described receiving ths tasking to 

provide TOW nissilss fron LTO Powell on 10 January 1986. gen 
T human said he inquired of LTO Powell, "You're talking about 
vanilla TOWs?" end LTO Powell responded, "Yeah. I'm talking 
about vanilla Tome." Of* Thurman asked LTO Powell if he would 
receive anything in writing on the nission (indicating he had no 
written document at the tine) but did not recall LTO Powell's 
response. (Inhibit B-2, p 3) 


(2) (S) LTO Powell testified that throughout the fall 

of 198S interlocutors from outside DOD questioned hin regarding 
TOW prices. Me contacted DiAA and was told the price of a TOW 
missile was $10-11,000. Me perceived an emerging idea oP 
providing TOW missiles to Iran. In rsfsrance to the sale of TOW 
missiles to the CIA, he said, "over the course of the fall and 
them after the decision was mads in January (198$) and after the 
initial transactions took pises, that pries kapt floating back 
and forth..." Ms said it was a function of whether you priced it 
•st as am PUS contract, which waa claarly not tha right way to do 
it." It wss "always elsar that ws vara using tha Iconomy Act. 

Amd so tbs priss floated back and forth ovar a period of weeks 
and months for that natter, both before ths decision and after 
tbs decision.” Zt vent ■everywhere fron $4,000 to $10,000. And 
maybe even a ted higher.” Concerning his conversation with Vice 
Admiral John M. Poindexter, national Security Advisor, LTO Powell 
adde d, "ever tbs source of ths fall and winter, va ware talking 
ahsnt members tfestroere floating fron $10-11,000 down to 4 or S 
or S Smwnd.l Mtosat the coot got below $4,000, ho aaid, "I was 
gpWLts smsprleed that it wont that low because all tha while va 
bed been thlkijif about something higher t^an 7, S, 9...." Ms 
•bid LAP mmw reported to hin on a couple of occasions "there's 
• wap 4s this and the cost will sons in lower." Ms told LTO 

■nans he recover ths cost of ths nissilss and serviees and to 
anaars ths it tar was "net out one dollar." Me said ha had . 
ceaworsCitlsH i with Admiral Poindexter and maybe LTC Worth about 

S ics hut his only dissuasions on pries within tha Army vara with 
• husso. as kept ths Secretary of Defense informed on the 
mtatus of Ltd Auaso's diseussions with the CIA. Thera was 
interest tram Admiral Poindexter and/or LTC North in what tha 
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pries should be and in patting the priea lover bat ha never fait 
pressure to gat tha priea lovar. LTO Povall aaid ha baliavad lto 
R usso vaa also receiving inquiriee from tha MSC or through tha 
CXA about gatting tha priea lovar. When tha priea came in at 
around tha $4,000 point that vaa vhat LTO Povall*a MSC eontaeta 
had aaid all along that it ehould hava been. He aesuned the nsc 
had been preeeing hie to juatify the higher eatiaate ($10,000) 
becauea they had to explain it to tha buyer. Ha knew of no aonev 
that vould ba going anyvhere but to tha Treasury of tha United 
States. Tha context in which ha vaa anavering questions and 
giving guidance to LTO Russo had nothing to do with trying to oet 
tha ooat low in order to make money available for aoaa nefarious 
purpose. Hie total aindset vaa that all tha money, regardless of 
tha aaount, vould ba paid to tha Army and tha buyer vould pay 
only for TOWs, not TOtfe plus aoaa additional aaount of revenue 
that vould ba uaad for another purpose. With respect to the 
CIA's interaction vith the Army regarding coat, LTO Powell 
stated, "I vaa aware that General Russo was working vith the CIA 
to determine what the cost would be." He gave LTO Russo no 
direction to keep tha price down but "... as time progressed the 
numbers kept floating back and forth every time I talked to LTO 
Russo and they were always floating downward." (Exhibits B-l, pp 
2-10, 14r B-2T, pp 3-4) y 


u P° n b«ing told of the sission, LTO Register 
tasked MAJ Siapson to deteralna if tha mission was supportable 
and tasked Mr. John Hill, Logistics Support Office, ODCSLOG, to 
provide the status of TOW aiasiles, worldwide. LTO Register was 
briefed by Mr. Hill concerning tha 30 Septeaber 19«5 status of 
tha basic TOW (71A), ITOW (71C), and TOW 2 (71D). He recalled 
that conversation cantared on tha basic TOW (71A) but did not 
recall if MAJ Siapson was in tha room when Mr. Hill provided the 
information. On 20 or 21 January 19S6, LTG Regis ter passed 
responsibility, for tha action to Li u Russo 

RPSMlHlHHIPIHHMPTnSgKar's 

subsequent invoiveaent was Halted to receipt of periodic status 
reports from LTO Russo. Ha was not involved in any pricing 
discussions but had a general knowledge of tha requirement for a 
warhead change on tha XTOW. It was his understanding that the 
prico to ba charged for tha aiasiles was tha price of tha basic 
TOW (71A) plus tha cost of tha KOIC aodification. (Exhibit B~4, 
PP 1-3) 


(4) (U) Mr. Hill confined that ha was called to tha 

office one Saturday by LTO Register, who wanted to know where tow 
missile assets vara located, by type and condition coda. He did 
not remember epecifically when ha vaa called in other than that 
it was in tha January to March time frame. Using tha 30 
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' September 1985 Miaaila Dlatrlbution Plan (MIDP), ha told LTS 
Register where TOW aiaaila aaaata vara, worldwide, and condition 
eodas ha vaa avara of. Ha aaid LTG Ragiatar vrota down 
approxiaataly four aajor locationa vhara tha Aray had Tows 
atorad, racording it by aiaaila type, HSM, and aodal nuabar. Ha 
did not racall a prica diacuaaion. (Exhibit B-5, pp 3, 5-6) 

(5) (S) LTG Ruaao taatifiad that ha baliavad his 

initial involvement vaa Monday of tha first vaak (20 January 
1986) and that MAJ Siapaon told hia tha pries of tha BGM-71A 
aissila was 83,189. Ha knav of no axploratory actions on TOW 
aissila pricing or availability bafora tha Aray's initial' 
involvaaant on li January 1988. Ha racallad no convarsatl 
aaatings 

prior to 20 January 1988.Ha did racall soaring wit 
during tha vaak of 20 January 1986 and discussing tha" 
aarkings froa tha TOW boxas, tha typa of aircraft to ba uaad, hov 
many aissilas would fit on a pallat, ate. Ks said ha did not 
daal in taras of Condition Coda "A" or "N" until "about tvo vaaks 
ago" (approxiaataly 1 Dacaabar 1986). Hovavar, ha was told by 
MAJ Siapson that a safaty ralatad aodifieation to tha basic TOW 
vas raquirad. Tha aodifieation vas tha addition of tha MOIC, 
which MAJ Siapson told hia would cost 9300. In racall testimony, 
LTG Russo said ha did not know tha addition of tha MOIC converted 
tha 71A nodal to a 71A2 aodal, and if previous testimony 
indicated differently, it was incorrect. Also, ha did not know 
there vas a prica difference, except for tha $300 cost of tha 
aodifieation. Ha said LTG Powall gave hia no specific guidance 
on aissila pricing but did tell hia, "sake sure that the Army 
doesn't get screwed in the process." LTG Russo added, "I vas 
tom on one end, don't screw the Any, on tha other hand, Econoay 
Act says actual costs. Z couldn't find the difference between 
these three basic missiles that vs were transferring and so ah — 
I'm back to that same point." Ha told MAJ Simpson to impress 
upon everyone to collect the costs associated with tha aissila. 
LTG Russo said hs recalled only one telephone conversation with 
USO Peter G. Burbules, then a MG in coamand of MICOM, concerning 
this transaction. Hs said LTG Burbules talked about a 
•significant pries difference." He further discussed their 
overeat ion, saying that LTG Burbules "...alluded to the fact 
at the missile being provided was a mors expensive missile, and 
asking the question, 'Is it or isn't it a basic TOW?' Tha 
w was, yes." He said whatever LTG Burbules was talking 

_fell into that category of basic TOW. That's where he had 

a fundamental block in communicating with LTG Burbules. He said 
be did mot know if their conversation involved the XTOW missile. 
•X think—you know—had we gotten to the stock number level I 
Sblah it would have been reasonable for me to have somehow 
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challenged that aora firaly with the folks, in teraa of how ve 
got froa thirty-four sixty-nine to eight thousand and changa. I 
didn't do that." He told LTG Burbulea it juat did not makt sens* 
having a basic TOW that coat 13,169, adding a MOXC for $300, and 
charging nore than 93,469. LTG Russo added, "...what ve vara 
taking wae aoae aiasiles that had already gone through that 
process of the basic 71A, adding the 9300 MOXC to it, and coning 
up with this. And ay judganent at that tine was a 71A vith a 
MOXC applied. Mow the fact that it ia a 71A2 (he apparently 
believed 71A2 was also a nodal number for a basic TOW), i really 
didn't ascribe anything to it, and X frankly discounted the eight 
thousand figure." He did not recall any TOW aiasile cost or \ 

requirements discussions with LTG Powell prior to 19 January 
1996. LTG Rueao Initially did not reaeaber discussing any 
variances in price with LTG Powell other than 93#169 and 93,469. 

He subsequently recalled a conversation with LTG Powell during 
which he aay have told LTG Powell there was a aore significant 
price involved which could go as high as 99,000. He said he aay 
also have related the MI COM pricing concerns to LTG Powell but 
told LTG Powell the price should stay at 93# 169 or soaething like 
that. LTG Russo did not recall having told LTG Powell, "There's 
a way to do it for less aoney." LTG Russo said his aeaory was a 
little "fussy" on the conversations with LTG Powell but he 
believed that during one of the conversations a working figure of 
around 96,000 as a cost was brought into the conversation by LTG 
Powell. LTG Russo added that he aay have given the CIA an 
estiaated cost of 96,000 per aissile, which would have included 
all costs associated with the project, such as aissile cost, 
transportation, security# warhead change, etc. He did not recall 
anyone froa the CXA telling hia the 96,000 price was too high, 
and eaid at..that tiae he didn't know who LTC Worth was. Also, no 
one told hia that the-NSC was interested in getting the price 
lower. Xn explaining the price determination he said the Army 
had a certain number of basis TOW aissilaa^yith an AMOF price of 
93,169 to which a MOXC had been added for 93oO making the price 
93,469. He said, "X knew 93 # 169. X knew 9300 for the MOIC which 
aade it 93,469 and X don't ever reaeaber another nuaber sfter ' ■- 

that." Be referred to the Economy Act, AR 37-60 (table 2-1)# and 


uaed common aense to arrive at a price of 93 ,469. "How, if the 
raoorde reflect X was w rong. X aade that aistake." On 20 or 21 
January 1996 he advisedCXA) the price was 93^169. 

A day or so later the HoTC issue cale up and he advisedfHH 
■■Mfthe price would be 93,469. The Army told the CIA what 
tne price would be, not the other way around. There was no 
haggling and the CXA did not ask hia if he oould find a way to 
get the prloe to a lower level. He said the Army gave then a 
prioe and t hat was a ccep table to the CXA. He added that was when 
he believfcdflHHBBHBsald, "Hell, that keeps us inside the 2 9 
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million window." Ha addad thatVHHHHvaa not upaat with 
tha $300 prica incraaaa for the KOIC.Ha believed tha aourca of 
funding to pay for tha projact vaa monay appropriatad by Congrass 
for tha CIA. Ha had no contact with LTC Horth or other NSC 
rapraaantativaa and did not )cnov tha NSC waa involvad. (Exhibits 
B-$, pp 5-7, 9-12, 20-21, 29-301 B-7; pp 2-4, 9, 13, 16, 22, 27- 
31; B-27, pp 2-3, 5-7, 10, 13, 15, 18, 21-24, 28-32, 34) 

(6) (S) LTC Burbulaa taatifiad that ha waa undar tha 
impraaaion tha tranafar vaa an FMS tranaaction with country N x M . 
Ha did not know at tha tiaa that thara vaa ona prica for FMS 
transactiona and a diffarant prica for Econoay Act aalas. Ha 
aaid COL Lincoln, PM TON, advised him that ha baliavad tha TOW 
prica "directed” by ODCSLOG vaa axcaaaivaly low because tha 
replacement coat would be substantially higher. COL Lincoln did 
not discuss with him a diffarant missile stock number, condition 
codas, or AKDF prices, nor did ha mention that tha requirement 
had bean elevated from basic TOWs to 71A2 missiles . Ha said, ”1 
was told by COL Lincoln the situation In general terms; .that ve 
vara sailing a TOW missile priced at about $3,000 but that to 
replace that missile, that perfectly good tank killer, by current 
production missiles would be, you know, $8,000; substantially 
more than tha old prica. And I felt that we should charge the 
replacement value. And that*a vhat I told LT<3 Russo. LTC Russo 
apparently decided otherwise. We vara told by OA DCSLOC that 
would be tha prica that va charge and in my mind that vaa a 
Headquarters, Department of tha Army decision and tha matter was 
closed.” Ha did not advise LTO Russo that a modified ITCH would 
atill be a basic TOW. Ha did not know tha missiles vara being 
tranafarrad to tha CIA. (Exhibit B-B, pp 3-9, p 11, pp 17-18, 
and p 21) 

(7) (8) KAJ Simpson testified that his initial 
knowledge of and involvement in tha tranaaction was on Saturday, 
18 January 198$, whan ha was called to tha office to meat with 
tha DCSLOO. He did not discuss TOW missile pricing prior to that 
time, even on an exploratory or "what-if” basis. LTO Register 
told him approximately 4,000 basic TOWs ware required right away 
and his (KAJ Simpeon's) task was to determine if tha mission 
could be supported. KAJ Simpson recalled being told by LTO 
Register that either tha CSA or VCSA had said a minimum number of 
people vara to be involved and minimal records ware to be kept. 
Mr. John Hill gave him a stock number for tha basic TOW missile 
that Saturday morning (18 January 19Si). Having the stock 
number, KAJ Simpson checked the January 198$ AKDF and determined 
a price of $9,1$9. He passed tha stock number to COL Lincoln and 
by tha and of the day COL Lincoln told him ha could support tha 
mission with the stock number KAJ Simpson had provided him at a 
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coat of $3,169 par aiaaila. COL Lincoln cavaatad hie reeponse by 
saying that none of his professionals vara available at the 
■oaantftovjrlfy the information ha provided). On 20 January 
aatabliahad the requirement that the 
missiles be in condition Coda "A". KAJ Siapaon vaa certain that 
ha passed the change in the raquiraaant to COL Lincoln or his 
Deputy, Mr. George Willises, "the minute I got it from the 
agency." Subsequently, the price of 93,169 vaa determined to be 
inaccurate because that price vae for a aiaaila which vaa not in 
condition code "A”, on 27 January 1916, Hr. Williams, Deputy pm 
TOW, told MAJ Simpson that to put the missiles in condition code 
"A", the installation of a MOIC was required. Mr. Williams 
quoted a price of $300 to install the MOIC. MAJ Simpson and COL 
Lincoln agreed that adding a MOIC to a basic TOW to bring it to 
condition code "A" would raise the total price to $3,469. When 
he vas told of the need for a $300 Vrice increase, it was he, not 
LTG Russo, who made the decision and advised the CIA Comptroller 
that the new price vas $3,469. There vae never an argument from 
the CIA that the price was too high. The Army advised the CIA of 
the price; the CIA confirmed the price; and there vas no 
bartering. After the CIA vas told of the increase to a price of 
$3,469, they were never given any other price. It vas 
subsequently determined that not enough MOICs were available to 
make the conversion. The CIA vas offered iTOWs instead, but 
refused them. Mr. Williams suggested converting (downgrading) 
ITOWe to complete the slaaion within the required time but added 
that the ITOW vas a more expensive missile and would cost the 
gL V customer more. MAJ Simpson said he would not tall the DCSLOG 
more money was required and that someone in the PM TOW office 
would have to do so. He said it was easier for MICOM personnel 
to explain why they had not provided correct information than it 
vaa for him to do so. He added that he believed "they sure as 
hell could have done it right the first time." He speculated 
that his comment vaa vhat led to the converaatlon betveen LTG 
Ruaso and LTG Burbules. In ! *.e November 1966, MAJ Siapaon met 

with COL Lincoln; they determined the $300 price for adding the 
MOIC vaa Incorrect becauae it did not include a labor charge. 
Concerning the price of the mieeilee, he aaid the only persona in 
MICOM or tho PM TON Office that he dealt vith vere COL Lincoln, 
him Deputy (Nr. George Williams), and Chris Leachman. He aaid he 
did not discuss pricing of the baaic aiaaila vith Mr. Leachman, 
but did discuss the incremental coat of adding the MOIC. Mr. 
Williams did not tell him that missiles vith a MOIC had a . 
different NSN and he did not knov at the time that the AMPF 
listed a different stock number and price for a basic TOW vith a 
MOIC Installed. Additionally, Mr. Leachman did not tell him 
there vas a different WSM or a different AKDF price for a basic 
TOW vith MOIC. MAJ Simpson added that he did not knov the NSN 
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for tha basic TOW diffarad from tha HIV for tha basic Tow with 
KOIC until around Thanksgiving, 1986. Additionally, ha did not 
know that Anniston Army Dapot had baan installing KOICs on basic 
TOWs sinca 1981 or 1982. KAJ fispson was askad about tha DO Form 
1348-1 ha signad on 13 Fabruary 1986 for 1,000 BGK-" , 1A2 TOW 
aissilas, MfW 1410-01-139-1512, pricad at 83,469 aach. Ha aaid 
that vhila ha was at Radstona Araanal, Mr. Laachaan gava him a 
blank fora (DO Fora 1348-1) and askad hia to fill it out. kaj 
S iapson providad avarything on tha top lina of tha fora axcapt 
tha "Stock or Fart Muabar." Explaining why ha signad for 
aissilas of a typa and with an HSH othar than what was raquastad, 
KAJ Siapson said ha had not takan his notabook with hin and did 
not hava "tha foggiast idaa what stock nuabar Z was signing for 
that aorning." Ha said ha signad tha racaipt at about 0130 or 
0200 in tha aorning. Ha daniad having takan with hia (from 
Washington to Radstona Araanal) a draft DD Fora 1348-1. Prior to 
tha first dalivary of aissilas tc tha CIA, COL Lincoln notifiad 
KAJ Siapson that tha prica was too low bacausa tha Army could not 
raplaca TOW aissilas with ITOWs or TOW 2s for tha prica baing 
chargad. Ha thought COL Lincoln said tha prica should ba 
approximataly $9,000. KAJ Siapson rapliad that tha AMDF prica 
was tha corract prica to ba chargad for an itaa no longar in 
production. In latar tastiaony dascribing that convarsation, ha 
said, "... wa had alraady raviawad that is.ua and killad it with 
tha ragulation." Ha raportad COL Lincoln's call to LTC Russo, 
who told hia to gat tha lawyars involvad bacausa ha (LTG Russo) 
too thought tha prica was too low. At that tima, or parhaps 
soonar, LTG Russo told hia ha thought tha prica was about $6,000. 
KAJ Siapson did not know whara LTG Russo got that figura. Ha 
aaid LTG Russo studiad AR 37-60 and told hia that it was a 
tarribla prica (83,469), but "wa'ra fixad." Ha said that LTG 
Russo fait lika COL Lincoln did and wasn't happy with tha 
dacision to charga 83,469. That was tha last tiaa ha and LTG 
Russo discussad TOW aisslla pricing. Ha said ha navar want back 
to tha CIA for aora sonsy. Xn lata Kay 1986 (aftar coaplation of 
tha ITOW convarsion), Mr. Oaorga Williams advisad KAJ Siapson 
that an arror had baan mada and aissilas which had baan convartad 
(froa 71C to 71A1) wara still in Condition Coda "M". KAJ Siapson 
rapliad, "...wall, doas that affact, you know, wa'd alraady had 
our second mission and tha third ona was unschadulad, thara was 
ao fixad data anyaora for tha third ona, just that it was going 
to happan soaatiaa in tha yaar. And in ay closing days, I said, 
wall, Gaorga, X said, you'll hava to bring that issua up whan 
thay gat raady to do tha third shipaant, X said, bacausa as far 
as X'a eoncamad, X said, X don't havs any problaa with you 
charging aors for that. X said that was soaathing you didn't 
know about and X said, to mm, you know, ws've askad than bafora 
on a third shipaant, that's a naw, kind of a naw projact. And, 
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but ^dldn'^ffiOjf thara wasn't any fixad data or schedule, and in 
f aetfl^BM^HH was getting raady to laava to go ovaraaaa at 
tha laaa tiec, and ha said, thara say not avan ba a third 
shipaent, said that aay ba all that va'va asked for." [ig NOTE: 
During tha eonvaraion process, Anniston Any Dapot quariad tha PM 
TOW offiea aa to which aiaailsa to use and wars told by Mr. Las 
Alkanbarg that it didn't mattar. As a result, Condition Coda "N" 
BGM-71C aiaailsa vara pullad froa stock for eonvaraion to 71A1. 
Fiva hundred of thaaa aiaailaa wars subsequently transferred to 
tha CIA in tha third shipaent. Tha CIA has bean advised of their 
Condition Coda "N" status. Tha remainder are on hold at Anniston 
Any Dapot. (Exhibits 0; AD)] Whan askad if ha believed LTG 
Russo had enough infonation available to asks tha right pricing 
decisions, MAJ Simpson said that LTG Russo relied on him for 
infonation and that ha (MAJ Siapson) did not have enough 
information. Ka added that if thara was a pricing error, ha 
believed that ha and MXCOM vara jointly responsible. Ha said 
that in retrospect, ha believed tha price should have bean such 
higher than what was charged. (Exhibits B-9, pp 20*24, 27, 29, 
31-31, 40, 42-45, 47-4S, 50-53, tft-69, C-5S, C-59, C-7S, C-81-83, 
C-8S, C-90, C-9SI B-2B, pp 6, 7, 23, 24, 37, 38; 0/ AD) 


J haa, Legal Advisoz^^^Bfll 

froa approximately^September 
s initial involvement in tha 

aissile sale was whan XAJ Siapson askad his to meat with LTG 
Russo concerning tha establishaent of a reimbursement figure for 
tha TOW missiles. Ha did not know tha ultiaata destination of 
tha aissilas but did know they vara being transferred to tha CIA 
under tha Econoay Act. At tha meeting with LTG Russo, two prices 
vara discussed, tha replacaaent cost versus tha procurement cost 
plus aodification and shipping. Ha said MAJ Siapson was also at 
tha seating with LTG Russo when ha (MAJ FrothIngham) initially 
advised th- tha Army should charge a price sufficient to restore 
our stock of.aissilas. Ha recalled that price being 
approximately $8,000. Ha did not recall being advised that there 
was a specific price for a aissile with a KOIC. Had ha been told 
there via an AMDF price for a basic TOW with MOic, he would have 
\advised to charge that price. Ha said that LTG Russo's reaction 
was that charging tha higher price would not ba fair to tha CIA 
since the Army would be receiving aora than tha cost of tha basic 
TOW plus aodification and shipping costs. Thara was discussion 
of reducing tha cost "to be aora in line with tha lack of - 
desirability of tha item or tha daprsciatlon, if you will, of the 
itea.” Tha and result was that tha Army would charge whatever it 
coot for the basic TOW plus tha cost of aodification. Ha 
raaeabarad it to be approximately $3,500 par aissile. He did not 
make an extensive revlev or taka note 


notes because ha thought ODCSLOG 
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vould come to hia for a final raviaw. Ha adviaad hia boos, col 
X cDonald, of vhat ha had dona and had no aora thought! of tha 
aattar until ha raad of it in tha nawspapar. (Exhibit B-lo, pp 
S-S, 10) 

(9) (S) COL Lincoln, PM TOW, aaid that during ona of 

tha vary first contact! ha, or parhtpa aoaaona in hi! offlea had 
with 0 DCSLOG, MAJ Siapaon atatad tha naad for BGM-71A TOW 
aiasllaa and aaid ha had paraonally lookad up tha prica of tha 
aiaailas and datarainad tha AKDF prica to ba $3,169. Tha PM Tow 
offica confiraad that MAJ Siapaon had datarainad tha corract 
prica for a BGM-71A. COL Lincoln did not know tha aiaailaa vara 
for tha CXA* Whan tha raquiraaant via addad that aiaailaa ba in 
Condition Coda ”A M , MAJ Siapaon vaa adviaad that a MOXC auat ba 
inatallad. MAJ Siapaon asked vhat that coat vould ba and vaa 
told "about $300." MAJ Siapaon aaid, "X guaaa va will add $300 
to tha prica that va hava alraady coaa up with, adding $300 to 
$3,169, and that will ba tha prica." COL Lincoln aaid that ha 
vaa not involvad, but "there appaarad to ba agreement by both 
partiaa that vaa propar. And ao, va arrivad at tha prica of 
$3,469 aa tha propar prica." Whan aakad vhy tha prica vaa not 
aat at $8,439, ha aaid, "Bacauaa after tha initial look-up it vaa 
datarainad that va vara only adding thia three hundred dollar 
itaa to tha missile that vaa reflected aa thirty-one aixty-nina, 
ao tha propar pricing change vould ba simply to add tha three 
hundred dollare to tha prica va had alraady looked up." COL 
Lincoln did not knov of anyone in hia offica vho adviaad tha 
DCSLOG point of contact (MAJ Siapaon) that there vaa a different 
MSN for a baalc aiaaila vith a MOXC. COL Lincoln only bacaaa 
avara of tha NSN difference in tha laat fav veeka (Moveaber- 
Deceaber 1986). At aoaa later tiaa, after MAJ Siapaon addad tha 
raquiraaant that all aiaailas auat ba in Condition Coda "A", he 
(MAJ Siapaon) vaa told by aoaaona in tha PM TOW offica that 
"adequate atocka vara not available" and a aiaaila vith a MOXC 
inatallad and vith "a different aodal nuaber" vaa required. [XG 
NOTE: At tha tiaa tha requireaen^foj^ondition Coda "A" 
aiaailaa became knovn, there varj^H||H^^lBGM-71A2 aiaailaa on 
hand. Thera vara approxlaataly^HEcoxcaoirhand, an 
insufficient number to aodify enough 71A aiaailaa, converting 
them to 71A3 aiaailaa. These tvo facts are apparently vhat C0L 
Lincoln meant by "adequate atocka vara not available." Tha 
•different aodal number" ha referred to vaa apparently tha 71A1 
aiaailas to ba "produced" by converting or dovngrading the. 7ic 
XTOW missilea.] COL Lincoln taatifiad that upon discovering that 
insufficient MOICa vara on hand to meat tha customer'a needs,= 
ITOWs vara offered but rejected. Tha decision vaa than made to 
aodify 2TOWs (converting 71Ca to 71Als) to accomplish tha 
mission. Whan told that there vaa evidence that MAJ Siapaon had 
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N i(* the CIA would have paid anything that was asked if good 
reason vara given, COL Lincoln aaid ha vent to a general officer 
(not further identified; probably LTG Burbulea) and tried to aaka 
e caae with him for charging a higher price, and failed. He also 
aeid Mr. George Williams aade enough of a point to get KAJ 
Simpson to go to the General Counsel to inquire about the price 
and word ease bach that the price would etay like it vaa. on two 
other occaaione in hia testimony, COL Lincoln aade reference to 
hearing that the Aray General Couneel rejected PM TOM arguments 
for a higher price. Re aaid, "we atarted with a certain price, 
we became semi-locked into that price, and we did make these 
other atteapta to change the price, which were not adequate." He 
further teetified he did not recall hearing of a price of $8,435 
during the tiae the tranaactiona ware taking place. He aaid both 
he and hia Deputy, Mr. Milliaaa, believed the price charged was 
drastically low froa the point of view of buying TOM 2a as 
replaceaenta. They aade that point with LTG Burbulea, and COL 
Lincoln was in the rooa when LTG Burbulea talked to LTG Russo. 

He aaid LTG Buroulea aade the point that the price vaa too low, 
but the argument was rejected by LTG Russo. In summarizing his 
teatiaony about pricing aiasiles for the transaction, he said it 
was agreed upon by both parties that $3,169 vaa an appropriate 
price for a basic TOW, "...and then with the new condition of a 
MOIC, siaply adding three hundred dollars aade sense to both 
parties. One or both parties perhaps should have had the 
foresight or the training to say maybe a different price applies, 
AMDr price specifically, but at least during the critical 
deliberations, to my knowledge, that didn’t go through anybody’s 
mind. Maybe it did someone later, maybe some of the other 
Individuals Involved can atate that, yes, thay in fact did that. 

I don’t have any direct knowledge that someone was triggered to 
think that we now have a different price, a different AMDF price, 
and we need to go look it up or change the price." (Exhibits B- 
11, PP 4-9, 7, 9-19, 21-22, 39-39, 43; 0) “ 

(10J (0) Mr. George G. Williams, former Deputy PM TOW, 

testified that the original mission from 0DCSLOG, which was 
passed to COL Lineoln, called for the basic, 3,000 meter Tow 
missile with s 9 inch warhead. When ODCSLOG was told the only 
way the mission could be accomplished was with Condition Code "N" 
missiles, the request was modified to add the requirement that 
the missiles be in Condition Code "A". He was aware by the 
second week into the mission that it would be necessary t> 
provide missiles with a MOIC installed. At the time the Initial 
transactions were taking placa, ha did not know that a basic tow 
and a basic TOW with « MOIC installed had a different MSH. He 
learned about the different WSM sometime after the first shipment 
but did not tell MAJ flmpeon there was a diffsrent NSW. At the 
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time of the transaction, he was not aware of the $8,435 price aid 
did not know until recently that there was a different price. 

The price for the basic TOW without a MOIC had been established 
at $3,169. The PM TOW office stated the price of the koic was 
$300, baeed on what they were paying for it plus an esti&ate for 
the cost of installation. He believed the price of $ 3,469 was 
set by the people in ODCSLOG by adding $300 to the cost of a 
basic TOW. Hr. Williams said that all of his conversations with 
KAJ Simpson were directed at obtaining a price which would 
replace the missiles being transferred with TOW 2 missiles. He 
said MAJ Simpson conferred with DA legal counsel (not further 
identified) and subsequently advised him that the $3,169 was 
legal. He added that ha "had the impression all through this 
whole deal that the customer had been told a price, and we 
weren't going to vary a whole hell of a lot different than that. 
Now that is my personal opinion of the whole thing." Mr. 

Williams did not learn of the mix up on Condition Code "N" versus 
"A" during the conversion of ITOWs until approximately one month 
after it was done. (Exhibit B-12, pp 4-5, 7-10, 15-16, 30-31, 

39) 


(11) (U) Mr. Chris J. Leachman, Jr. former Logistics 

Management Specialist and current Acting Ceputy PM TOW, testified 
that his initial involvement was when he was called one Sunday 
(probably 19 January 1986) by COL Lincoln and told to check 
pricing and availability oh some TOW missiles when he went to 
work the following day. He believed COL Lincoln mentioned a 
price of $3,169 for a basic TOW missile in his telephone call but 
he knew that amount would not purchase TOW 2s as replacements. 

He did not think the requestor Understood at the time the 
difference between Condition Codes "A” and "N". He knew there 
was a different MSN for a basic TOW and a TOW with MOIC installed 
but didn't know if he made anyone aware of the difference. He 
said if the PM and hie Deputy didn't know there were different 
NSNs for the two missiles, it was probably his fault for not 
telling them. In discussing whether or not the PM TOW pricing 
experts were Involved in pricing this transaction, he said, M I 
believe the price was determined by the people in DCSLOG telling 
urn it warn thirty-one sixty-nine. We said, 'no.' We told them 
what it was really worth, and they said, 'Well, what is the MOIC 
worth?' We told them about three hundred dollars, and they came 
up with thirty-four sixty-nine and Z think it was a dictated 
price." When asked if anyone in ODCSLOO was notified of the 
x $8,435 price, he said, "Z don't remember the conversation, but I 
believe we did. Z believe that they had access to the AMDF 
price, the same, well, Z know they had access to the AMDF price, 
they came up with the first thirty-one sixty-nine. Once it was 
decided that we were going with missiles with MOZCs on them they 
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alao knew vhat that stock mimber was, 1512; they had accaaa to 
tha same AMDF that I had.- Tha pricaa vara thara in January of 
•86." Ka furthar taatifiad that KAJ Simpaon had tha atock number 
for tha baaic TOW vith MOIC 71A2, saying, "I know that ha had tha 
stock number vhan ha came dovn hara to pick thaa up. Ha knav 
vhat— ha-- I didn't kaap it, but ha had a handvrittan copy of a 
1341 vith atock nuabar and avarything on it. I hava no evidence 
of that bacauaa va thrav it avay. We took it and typad it." Ha 
addad that it vaa tha correct atock nuabar for tha aiaailaa which 
vara dalivarad. Mr. Laachaan knav tha I TOW had a diffarant MSN 
and prica. Whan it bacaaa nacasaary to aodify tha ITOWa, thay 
did not bring up prica again bacauaa it vaa conaidarad to ba a 
soot iaaua. Ha did not know tha ultimata daatination of tha 
aiaailaa. Ha addad that ha honaatly baliavad tha prica for tha 
aiaailaa had baan dictatad to thaa by ODCSLOG. Whan told thara 
vaa avidanca that tha PM TOW offica failad to provida any good 
arguaants to incraaaa tha prica and failad to toll him thara vaa 
a diffarant WIN and AMD f aftar tha firat day, ha rapliad, 
"Absolutely untrue." (Exhibit B-13, pp 6-9, 11, 13-17, 24-25, 

29, 37-31) 

(12) (U) LTC Larry w. Armbright, Logiatica Support 

Coordinator, ODCSLOC, atatad that ha only racantly laamad that a 
baaic missila vith a MOIC had a diffarant NSW than a basic 
miaaila without a MOIC. Xa didn't know thara was a diffarant 
prica for a miaaila vith a MOIC installed. In May 1986 ha did 
not know thara vaa a modal nuabar other than 71A2 involved. 

While accepting tha third shipment in Vovember 1986 ha noticed 
tha nodal and M8M vara different from tha May shipment. Xa vaa 
told by Mr. Collier (Mr Oaorga X. Collier, PM TOW Offica) that 
addition of tha MOIC changed tha modal number. Me only racantly 
learned that XTOWe vara downgraded to satisfy tha total 
requirement. Xa did mot discuss pricing vith LTO Russo or MAJ 
Froth Ingham nor did he know of any discussions about keeping tha 
prica down. When asked if he knew before 17 Xovember 1986 if COL 
Lincoln had challenged the TOW miaaila prica, ha referenced a 14 
May 1886 discussion and replied as follows. "It seams to me — 
challenged Z don't think is tha right word — as I recall vhan I, 
and X hadn't thought of this until just now but, as I recall, 
when X was thara in May, COL Linoolm and Mr. Laachman and I had 
a — that's the first X had mat them, so va vara sitting thara 
talking, and, uh, a question oama up on, tfr, that they vara — a 
statement to tha affect thay vara unhappy vith tha price. .But 
that use because that was the prica in tha AKDF, because thay 
hadn't changed tha AKDF and thay vara stuck vith tha AMDF prica. 
It wasn't that thay vara getting something diffarant. It wasn't 
that thara had bean modifications mads, models, stock numbers, 
noma of that came up. It vas only, ve've got an error in tha 
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AKDP and tha AKOP priea ia what va hava to liva with 'causa 

that's . and ve're taking atapa to corract tha AMDP. Uh, so 

that aay countar everything I told you aarliar, but I hadn't 
thought of that convarsation. Thay didn't raally challenge tha 
priea. That vae juat a "ve're unhappy but wa'va acrawad up; va 
didn't updata tha AKDP and va'ra going to hava to do that." Ha 
aaid thara vaa no discussion that tha AKDP priea for tha aissila 
baing ahlppad vaa actually such higher than vhat vaa being 
charged. (Exhibit B-14, pp 1-4) 


(13) (U) Mr. Collier testified that ha and Hr. Laachaan 

talked about tha fact that $3,169 vaa too lov a price for tha 
ITOW. Thara vaa a marked difference batvaan tha AKOP price for 
an ITOW and tha price being charged for a converted ITOW. 

(Exhibit B-15, p 22) 


(14) (U) Mr. Billy R. Bentley, Chief, Program 

Management Office, PH TOW Office, testified that his office was 
responsible for pricing TOW missiles. His office vaa not 
involved at tha outsat in tha establishment of a corract missile 
price. Ha attended a meeting at HQ HICOM along vith Mr. 
Leachman, Mr. Williams, a CZA representative, and KAJ Simpson. 

It vaa hia impression that KAJ Simpson vas informing them vhat 
the price of tha missilea vould be. It vas Mr. Bentley's 
understanding that tha price had already been determined to be 
$3,469 ($3,169 plus $300). (Exhibit B-16, pp 5, 7-i, 13) 


_Directorate A! 6perations, d!A, testified that his 

initial involvement in the arms transfer vas on IB January (1916) 
at a meeting in the White Houma where he met vith Admiral 
Poindexter, LTC Worth, and two other CIA representatives. He vas 
shown the Presidential finding which authorised the sale of 
military equipment to Iran to support building a strategic 
relationship with I r an. was to be the CIA contact 

for LTC Worth and vas toTiTupiTWistlcs and finance mechanism 
by which money could be transferred into an account controlled by 
the CZA and subsequently turned over to DOD in payment for 
American weapons that vould come out of DOD stocks. A few days 
later LTC Worth told him to contact LTO Powell for Instructions. 
LTC Worth said he vould arrange to have Mr. Weinberger or Mr. 

Taft Informed of the CZA financial and logistical mechanism and 
vould taakDQDta-soll weapons to the CIA. As instructed by LTC 
povollflMflM^HNontactedXAP *useo. They discussed the sale 
of TOW mTseileeandHBHHHVmaid the initial discussion aay 
not have specified the figure T790B because the number varied 
from 4,500 to 4,506 and finally settled at 4,506. The first sale 
vas to bo 1,000 TOWs. He testified that on 22 January 1966 LTG 
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jtusto gave hi« a prica figure of M,000 par aiaaila. I _ 

aaid ha had aoaa experience with pricing and differentmilitary 
aalaa figuraa so ha asked LTG Russo what that figure rapraaantad. 
Although not cartain of LTG Russo'a spacifie raspons*. ha 
racallad it was "the currant replacement valua for tha tow.” Ha 
aaid LTC North had told ala it was not important to giva tha 
Iranians tha most racant Tows. Ha furthar testified that LTC 
North aaid, "What tha Army ought to do ia try and find tha oldast 
hatch in tha warahousa anyvhara in tha country and uaa those." 
Spaaking of tha guidancs ha got froa LTC North, ha said wa didn't 
cars if a coupla of thaa didn't go off, adding that thia waa not 
tha usual kind of FMS sala whara wa'ra tarribly concamad about 
U.S. bona fidas or giving good waapons. Ha dlaly racallad that 
whan ha told LTC North tha $<,000 flgura, LTC North aaid 
something Ilka, "that's too such" or "that can't bs tha right 
figure." Ha said ha seamed to remember that ha called LTG Ruaso 
two or three times about pricing and dlaly racallad one 
conversation in which ha told LTG Russo that LTC North thought 
tha $6,000 price was too high because "wa weren't buying currant 
modal TOWa." Ha did not remember receiving a prica flgura from 
LTC North that ha waa to pass to LTG Ruaso. Ha racallad LTG 
Russo's response to be that ha would "have another look at those 
figuraa and that ha would have to seek guidance on... what the 
coat would be in tha project." His discussions with LTG Russo 
ware an attempt to gat tha price lower based on tha fact that LTC 
North had told him tha $6,000 flgura was too high. Ha said that 
in retrospect one could wonder if tha attempt to gat a lower 
prica had anything to do with Contra funding, but at that point 
there waa no hint to him that there was anything suspicious in 
tha fact that LTC North thought wa ought to be buying 
mlsallea and that ha thought tha price waa too high. 1 
said tha monay for payment was coming from Iran through 
intermediaries and tha CIA wanted to ensure that both DO^and tha 
CIA did not loaa monay and that tha CIA didn't profit .WKM 
■UrcnTaaid tha price did not change directly from $6,ooo to 
tTTTooT Bather, ha aaid, LTG Russo mentioned several other 
figuraa in between. Tha prica never want above $6,000. Ha said 
him comment on tha intermediate prices waa based on "fuxiy" 
recollec tion and too mu ch emphasis should not be placed on his 
oomment.VHMHHHHtestified that^pMHH(CIA) and KAJ 
Simpson eventually came up with tha price between $3,000 and 
$$,400. On $7 January 19SS, LTG Ruaso told him the 

$$,46*. He passed tha prica to LTC North. He aaid) 

reported to him at one point that tha Army was "hav . 

timafiguring out which prices to charge" and ha remembered that 
HBfllMtold him that KAJ Simpson advlajdhim at one point 
^ %hat tha erica was $4,900 or $4,400. ■■■■■■^■added that^HB 
^^P0£had one or two conversations with LTG Ruaso and than ha 
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_tl»nd MAJ Siapaon "started going crazy together, 

•very day for two weeks.. .until they got that figura aattlad on N 
Ha did not racall what typa or aodal number of TOW wea requeatad 
othar than a baaie TOW. Ha did not know what tha taras Condition 
Coda "A" or "N" or KOXC aaant and did not raaaabarf^BHjBBalB 
^discussing th oaa taraa with hia. Onca a prica was detaraine^^ 
aHHpMHH^paesed that to LTC North along with instructions on 
-vnac bank to deposit tha aonay in, what ac count nuabar to me, 
and tha total aaount of funding required. ha 

had no indication that anyone in tha kray knew cr the™inal 
destination of tha aisailas. (Exhibits 8-22, pp 2-10, 14 , is, 

17, 19; B-3 2, p 11; B-34, p 1) 


(16) (S/ORCON) M 
testified that at abou 


CIA, testified that at about 1730 on 17 January 19B6 ha attended 
• aaating at tha CIA headquarters concern ing tha tranafor o f 
approxiaataly 4,309 TO W aisailas to Iran. a 

representativ^froa thaJHHHHHH^ and two otter CIA employeea 
ware present. tne group there was confusion in 

tha Army on tha prica but it was thought to b« approxiaataly 
$6,000 par alssila. LTORussoJanaae was associated with tha 
pricing uncartainty.H|H|was sent to tha Pentagon that 
evening to visit LTG Russo and determ ine the specif ic version of 
tha TOW to be provided and tha prica. ha would 

all LTC Rus so to arrange tha aaating andLr^rJsiO was expecting 
T^upon his arrival tha evening of 17 January 1996 (IG 
Ei further investigation revealed that tha aaating with LTG 
Russo probably took place on 24 January 1996). LTG Russo told 
hia there had bean confusion on tha price and that further 
research showed the higher price had bean based on a later 
version of the TOW. The alsslle being provided would cost 
approxiaataly $3,400' plus ancillary costs such as packing and 
crating, transportation, and a modification thatflpgj^HMH 
thought involved iaproveaents to tha guidance syltea. Ha said 
that LTG Russo requested at the 17 January 1996 aaating that tha 
CIA sign for the aisslles at the point of transfer and onca tha 
aissllee were under CIA control, that thay accoapllsh alnor 

■ sanitising such as the reaoval of lot nuabers.JHpi 
was of the opinion that soae background work had bean 
or to his 17 January 1996 aeatlng with LTG Russo. 
Otherwise, he said, it would not be likely that Z.ra Russo would 
have bean able to quota TOW alssila prices. He viA LTG Russo did 
not discuss condition codasaxcaat to establish that the aisslles 
would be serviceable. they would be 

Condition Code "A" because that was normal procedure in obtaining 
ordnance from the Aray. Within a weak of aaating with LTG Russo 
the price had been pinned down to $3,469 plus the add-ons and 
ITOW aodlflcatlon. When asked why a written request was not 
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presented to tha iny,Hm||iiid noma! raquiaition 
procedures vara not foTTove^ecause of tha aanaitivity of tha 
projact. It wm a CIA daeialon to handla tha project by word of 
isouth, axcapt for tha fund cartification document. Addition ally 
ha did not dlacuaa NSNa in any of hla Any daalinga. 
said thara was no raason for him to baliava LTD Russo^^^H^^^®- 
W44 . undar » n y Praaaura to astabliah a lovar prica or to 
kaap tha prica lov. To hla knowledge, no ona within the Arm v 
knav that tha ultimata daatinatlon vaa Iran. Ha recalled*” 7 
arguments or dabataa concarning tha prica lncraaaa dua to 
changino from Condition Coda "M" to -a- nor did ha raaaabar 
indicating Mr. Casey would hava to obtain more money to pay tha 
incraaaad amount. Ha addad that ha may hava aada such a 
statement because ha aarvad aa tha maaaangar ralaying financial 
information between tha CIA and tha Army, with riapict to 

h * B4 £? th * r * W4r * no negotiations* ba arguad with MAJ 
crating charges, but tha Any sat tha 
Sf JI* pp , “ 13 ' l7 " lf ' «' ”, ”, 41, 49 , 

51, 56, 5«, 64, S3, S3, 34, «7, *1) 

^^^^(17^(s/orcom) 

MMMMWHcaatiflad that atthetiaamone^asmad^vailable 

p *y ba did not know tha source of tha funds but ha 

**• * a * ur#d that thay wara not funda appropriated by Congress. 

!? Til £ W4r * ***•*• waa 4 P ric * change from $3,169 to 

J 3 ;l 6 Jbut knew of the modification coat associated with tha May 
K V dl f not r4C411 tailing anyone that Mr. 

S!I2 y *T ou i d K? 4V ! *° rB BOn4y tvo * it% Houa * ° r 

from tha Cabinet. (Ixfcibit 1-25, pp 20-22, 25) 

(1«) (S/ORCOH)| 

h . ....jpPPPBijMWlPiiPMMW I.. that 

5* 5 1 * 44 xn% •** ot August 1916. Prior to that 

time, he had no knovladga of tha transfer of Army ana to Iran. 

Hia duty vaa to serve aa a faollltator batvaan tha CIA and 
outside agencies, spaciflcally tha MSC. Ha had no direct 
daalinga with anyone in DOD. Tha price of $3,469 par missile had 
bean oat bafora ha assumed hla duties. In September or October 
1966 a massage vaa passed to hia from LTC Atabright, through a 
CXA employee, that future TOW alasllaa beyond tha original 4,301 
would coat in tha range of $6,000 to $7,000 to ts.o oa. h. 
informed no ona of tha potential for future change. 
said ha knev of no pressure to establish a lov pric^^o^haTOw 
missiles. (Exhibit B-30, pp 2-1, 13) 

(It) (8) LTO Russo and MAJ Simpson, tha key 0 DCSlog 
players and HQDA points of contact in tha transaction, knew tha 
transfer of arms to tha CIA was to be accomplished pursuant to 
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tho Economy Act. LTG Burbules and COL Lincoln, Roy MICOH players 
with raspact to missile pricing, did not know tha aala was an 
Economy Act transfer, rurthar, LTC Burbulaa baliavad it was an 
FKS transaction. Paragraph 1-5, AR 37-60, stated that sales to 
FKS customers would be at tha raplacaaant or atandard price, 
whichever was higher. (Exhibits B-6, pp 10, 22; B-7, pp 2 , 19 ; 
B-s, pp 9 , 11, 21; 8-9, p 41; a-11, PP 17, 41; C) 

(20) (9) The following Individuals were interviewed but 

provided no significant information concerning the pricing of TOW 
missiles for transfer to the CXAi 


(a) GEN John A. Wickham, Jr. (Exhibit B-3) 

(b) Mr. Richard L. Armltage, Exec Level IV (Exhibit B-17) 

(c) VADM Donald S. Jones (Exhibit B-lB) 

(d) MG william K. Suter (Exhibit B-19) 

(e) Mr. David C. Rosenthal, GS-13 (Exhibit B-20) 

(f) Mr. John C. Coward, GS-11 (Exhibit B-21) 

(g) Mr. Thomas A. Williford, GS-13 (Exhibit B-23) 

(h) Two CIA employees (Exhibits B-31, B-33) 


b. (S) Discussion; The only pricing guidance passed to the 
Army by LTO Powell was that tha arms transfer to the CIA was to 
be accomplished under the Economy Act and that the Army was to 
recover the cost of the missiles and services. The investigation 
surfaced no guidance to keep the price low or to establish any 
specific price. When LTO Powell tasked the Army, the missile to 
be provided was described only «• a "basic TOW" or "vanilla TOW" 
missile. The taskincr warn passed orally and no model number was 
Included. Upon receipt of the mission, LTG Register tasked KAJ 
Simpson to determine TOW prloing and availability data. MAJ 
Simpson got the NSN from Mr. Hill and determined the AMDF price 
of the "basic TOW" missile to be $3,169. Ha passed the NSN to 
COL Lincoln and by tha end of the first day, COL Lincoln had 
confirmed the price in the AMDF and advised MAJ Simpson thtt he 
could support the mission with missiles of the NSN specified at a 
cost of $3.169 per mi eelle. On 20 or 21 January 1986, LTG Russo 
advised^BIHIHH CIA, that tha price per missile would be 
$3,169. ^Later in the first week, it was determined that the 
price quoted was for Condition Code "N" missiles and that the CIA 
needed Condition Code "A" missiles. It is not claa^homad^he 
request or even if there was a specific request, 
requests are a lways for serviceable ammunition, which to the CIA 
The PM TOW office advised that installation of a 
TloiCwasrequlred to convert the missiles to Condition Code "A". 
Approximately $300 was established by the PM TOW office as the 
cost of purchasing and installing the MOXC. After discussions 
between ODCSLOO and. tha PM TOW Offic^-^he Adjusted price for the 
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missiles was aat at $3,469. Both Mr. Laachaan and Mr. Bentlay 
baliavad that PH TOW pricing experts were not utiliaed during the 
establishment of a correct TOW price. The CIA was told of the 
revised price and offered no objection. LTG Ruseo did not know 
the addition of a MOIC to the 71A model converted it to a 71A2 
aodel and he did not know there was a price difference except for 
the $300 aodlfication charge, neither COL Lincoln, HAJ Simpson 
nor Kr. Williams knew there was a difference in NSN or price, 
except for the $300 modification charge, between a baaic TOW with 
a MOIC installed and one without a MOIC. A potential $6,ooo 
price was apparently provided to the CIA by the Army early on, 
but we f ound no evide nce it wae used in the final computation. 

A1 though|^BW^fllrecailed he told LTQ Russo a price of $6,ooo 
seemed too high, neither LTO Russo nor KAJ Simpson reported any 
haggling over price by the CIA. Even if the CIA did relay a 
concern that the $6,000 figure was too high, there is no evidence 
that the comment had any impact on the final price. The price 
wae simply extracted from the AKDF for the basic missiles the 
Army thought they were providing and the cost of the MOIC 
modification was added to it. It is clear that the Army, not the * * 
CIA, established the price. A short time after the CIA was told 
of the price increase to $3,469, it wae detarmined there were not 
enough MOIC devices aveilable to convert the required number of 
missiles in the time allotted. The decieion was made to 
downgrade ITOWs, converting them from 7lCe to 7iAls. Mr. 

Williams told MAJ Simpson the 7ic was a more expensive missile 
and the customer should be charged more money. MAJ Simpson 
refused to tell the DCSLOO of the price increase and told Mr. 
williams that someone from the PM TOW office would have to 
explain the increase to the DCSLOO, adding that it would be 
easier for them to explain why they had not provided correct 
Information. He speculated that his comment led to the 
conversation between LTO Russo and LTO Burbules. However, LTG 
Btrbules believed it was an PMS transaction and made the argument 
thvt the Army should charge replacement coat. LTO Russo*a 
contention was that the Army was still selling the CIA a basic 
TOW with a- MOIC and it did not make sense to charge more than 
$3,469. MM selected LTO Burbules 1 argument and the CIA was not 
asked to pay a higher price. Mr. Leachman said MAJ Simpson knew 
the correct MSB, but KAJ Simpson denied it, and no one could 
specifically remember providing his with the NSN. Concerning LTG 
Powell's comment that LTO Russo said, "There's a way to do this 
and the cost will come in lower," the investigators found no 
supporting evidence. LTO Russo recalled telling LTO Powell of 
the $3,169 and $3,4$9 prices and also that he 
the price could go as high as $8,000. He also 
Powell of MZCOMa pricing concerns. LTO Powell 
both indicated price fluctuations but LTO Russ 
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could not racall any prieaa provided to LTO Povall or tha CIA 
•xcapt tha initial $6,000 and latar $3,169 and $3,469. Although 
Biotakes vara aada, thay appaarad to ba honast aistakee. Nona of 
tha avidanca indicatad intantional undarpricing on the part of 
any Aray Individual. 

(e) (U) Coneluaionai 

(1) (U) Tha priea for a basic TOW in Condition Coda 
"A" was datarainad by adding tha aatinatad coat of an inttallad 
MOIC, $300, to tha AKOF prica of tha baaic (8GM-71A) TOW, $3,169. 
Tha ravisad prica, $3,469, vaa arronaoualy uaad for all aiaailaa 
sold to tha CIA. Tha corract prica for tha BGM-7 1A1 (dovngradad 
froa a BGM-71C) vaa not changad for tha last 500 aiaailaa sold. 
Tha arrors aada by Aray paraonnal raaultad froa honast aiatakaa. 
Contributing factors vara: 

(a) (U) Tha lack of a vrittan docuaant apacifically 
identifying tha aiaaila baing raquaatad. 

(b) (U) Failure of MXCOM paraonnal to undarstand that 
the transaction vaa baing accomplished undar tha Economy Act and 
that raplacaaant prices vara not to ba charged. 

(c) (U) Xncoaplate tonovledge of tha NSNs and standard 
prices for the aiaailaa supplied. 

(d) (U) Failure to fully utilise technical paraonnal 
in tha pricing process. 

(2) (U) Thera vaa no avidanca that anyone 
intentionally established an incorrect TOW aiosile prica. 

t. (S) Issue $3i To vhat extant vara external pressures a 
factor in charging tha CIA an incorrect price? 


a. (8) Evidence: 

(1) (8) Mr. Hichard L. Araitage, Assistant Secretary 

of Defense (International Security Affairs)(ASD(ISA)) said ha vaa 
informed in lata January by LTO Fovell that ha (Povall) had bean 
given instructions by tha Secretary of. Defanse^tohave^the Army 
move vaapona to the CIA. Me vas subsequently told by LTO •Povall, 
and by tha Secretary of Defense, that -tha instructions vara 
economy Act and don't lose money.- Mr. 

vas no pressure by him to keep tha prica down and ha didn t know 
of any such pressure. However, ha vas told by a Senate Select 
Coaaittee on Intelligence (88CX) staff masher that -...there aay 




ACCESS RXQUntXO 



705 


iirtbUiUdii'iilD 

99mm - /JFSCZAL A0CS5J RSQCIRID 0 33 

DAI <3-10 

SUBJECT! rinsl Report of Znvastigation...(U) 

hava baan a convarsation that Ollia Horth had with ona of tha 
Aray fallows involvad." {exhibit B-17, pp 4, 9, 10, 14) 

(2) (S) LTO Bewail stated that in determining tha 

pries, "They (tha Any) vara undar no praasura froa tha Offiea of 
tha Sacratary of Dsfansa or anybody in tha Oapartaant of 
Oaf ansa,.. .no praasura eaaa froa us to do anything but charge tha 
pries that was tha corraet pries..." Ha also said that ha was 
not avars of any praasura by tha CZA to avoid pries changes. 

Whan asked if anyone triad to influence hia to gat tha price 
lover, LTO Powell answered "Ho. Thera was intaraat in what tha 
prioe should be and there was intaraat in getting tha price 
lover." LTO Powell did not indicate ha fait undar pressure 
external to 000 but ha stated ha had discussions on coat with 
Adairal Poindexter and possibly LTC North and that "there was an 
issue early on as to how such tha aissllaa vara going to 
coat...how such was available to buy aiasilea and how sany 
■issilas tha people they vara negotiating with wanted...Iran had, 
obviously, TOWs to begin with; they had soaa faal for how such a 
TOW coot." Ha also said "Z'a sura that.. .Sanera 1 Russo was also 
receiving inquiries as to how to gat tha price at a lower level, 
if possible, by perhaps tha ease interlocutors or probably 
through tha CZA." LTO Powell said that in tha beginning everyone 
(to include tha NSC) had tha isprassion that TOWs cost around 
94,000, and they vara questioning tha $10,coo figure santionad 
later. Whan tha price got down into tha $4,000 range, it was 
"down where ay interlocutors in tha NCC had told ae all along it 
ought to be." with respect to tha discussions LTO Powell had 
with tha NSC, ha believed "tha context in which va vara answering 
questions and giving guidance to General Russo had nothing to do 
with trying to gat tha coat as low in order to gat as each of tha 
available aoney for soaa other nefarious purpose." (Exhibits B- 
1, PP 7-9t B-24, PP 3, 4, 4) 

(3} (I) LTO Russo stated "...nobody pressured sa to 

keep the oa s t down." Ha testified that LTO Powell said, "Tha 
Aray was to--you know—retain thei:r posture in taras of cost..." 

With respect to prices quoted to tha CZA, ha said that tha CZA 
did not eat or suggest the prioe aitd that, "Thera would have bean 
nothing that would have precluded as froa going back to tha 
agency and tailing thea that tha price is incorrect." LTO Russo 
said he did not talk to LTC North or Adairs l^Polndextar-o r anyona 
else on the NSC. He added that when hetold^Hof the 
$300 increase for the HOXC, he thouchtaP^IHHUaid^ 

"...vail, that keeps us Inside the $29,~uoo,ooo window," and 
stated there were no discussions on how high the dollar price 
was. With regard to pressures outside DOD or the CZA, LTO Russo 
stated "...Powell never, to ay recollection, never aentioned tha 



706 




- fPICZAL ACCXSS ACQUIRED 


c 


DAIO-IO 

SUBJECT* Final Report of investigation...^) 

KIC or the White House.* when asked about pricing pressure by 
LTC Worth on the Army he replied, "He nay have, but I don't know 
who he would have been talking to." (Exhibits B-6, pp 22 . 32 
3 71 1-7, pp 9, 13-16) ' 


. , (*> ,(•) With respect to pressure put on him in 

pricing, KAJ fllapson stated that no one ever preaaured hia to 
establish a certain price and no one ever told hia to lower the 
P r * c ®‘ ?• h * dld not negotiate with the CIA or anyone to 
establish a price. When asked if he felt preaaured by the CIA to 
keep the price down, he said "Wo, the only thing ie when 
th *:*: $3 . 00 • dd * 4 » y®' 1 know, we started with $3,16* and when I 

went back to get the $300 (for the MOIC) that was a big fight." 

*• wa * to i d the boas, "and I know ha aeant Kr. Casey," would have 
to go back to the White Rouse to get this resolved and "...that 
* ft £ ia } datin * wh * n you know that every tiae somebody aakes a 
*5.® going to go to the White Rouse to get resolved." 
Additionally, KAJ Siapson said he told Kr. Williams that the 
Pfic® increase would be very embarrassing because the Army had 
already committed itself to a price. Re also said^^pM» 
from the CIA said seasons from the w«c was intimateTyTnvolveSr 
and since it was that lavel of people, "both he and the 
Coaptroller were concerned about things being correct and 
straight." KAJ Blapeon then learned from MICOK at least a week 
into the transaction (on approxlaately 27 January 1916) that to 
satisfy the entire 4,901 requirement, aoae nows would have to be 
converted into basic TOWs because hoics could not be provided in 
a timely manner. The Deputy PM, Kr. Williams, said that it was a 
different priced missile with a significantly higher price and 
that, "the customer is going to havs to pay mors." KAJ Simpson 
responded that "if somebody is going to toll ths DCBLOO that we 
need more money now, again, yet again...then you guys are going 
to have to go to the DCSLOO and tell them you need more money and 
tell them (sic) you screwed up...that's your problem right now as 
Far as I'm concerned." KAJ Simpson said he did not inform LTO 
Russo of this new pricing problem himself. Re told HXCOK that if 
the pries wes going to change, they were going to have to settle 
with ths DCSLOO. Re further testified that the reason he wanted 
someone else to explain wes because of the impact it was going to 
have and because it would be easier for Kr. williams to explain 
the error. "X never heard another word about it.” Re did not 
know if this specifio problem was brought to LTO Russo's 
attention, but he did not inform ZAO Russo that XZQOK said* the 

converted ITOWs would cost more. KAJ Sime on did add, however, 

never argued 

"About pries. "Whatever price we gave thWT, they paid." The 
concern was about ths trouble of oontinually going back with 
changes. Concerning pressures outside of DOD and the CXA, KAJ 
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•iapaon said ha never talked to LTC North. Admiral Poindexter or 
anyone froa the NSC or the Nhite Kouee. (Exhibit 9-9, pp 15 . 29 , 
30, SO, 51, 63, 64, 60, 91, 97, 114) 

(S) (0) LTO turbulee, N1COK coaaander at the tlae of 

the transaction, said he was involved in pricing because the PH 
TOW advised hla that the price he was directed to charge by 
DCLSOO seeaed low. Me took this issue to LTO Russo, who said he 
would take it under advisement. LTO turbulee "was later informed 
that the decision had been made and the lover price would be the 
price that would be used." This call could not be specifically 
related to the concern by the Deputy PM TOW that the converted 
XTOWe should cost aore, however. LTO turbulee said, "We were 
being told the price. Z objected to that price. DA overruled ay 
objection. Z saluted and moved up (sic) and didn't fight the 
issue any aore." LTO turbules did not get the lapression that 
LTO Jtusso was under pressure. Ke also stated he did not have any 
conversations with anyone outside the Army on this subject. 
(Exhibit t-S, pp 3, 31, 33) 


(6) (8) COL Lincoln, PM TOW, said he did not talk to 

anyone froa the White House, NSC, or CIA. with respect to 
discussions with HQOA, he said, "Z recall...that there vas an 
impression given (froa HO*DA to the TOW Project Office) that the 
customer had been told about this price and ve had better not 
change it." He also said, "Because of the highly unusual nature 
of this aiesion, Z think that inhibited all of us froa perhaps 
raising aore substantive issues about the price. Perhaps not 
that strong, but X—X vaguely recall that such an lapression vas 

J iven to ayself and some of the other people, that ve aore or 
ess had a—ve had determined a prioe in the beginning, within 
the first week or two there, and because of the highly unusual 
nature of this aiesion Z think that Inhibited all of us froa 
perhaps raising aore subetantial issues about this price. For 
exaapie, if 1 was told that we would get sero for these aissiles 
Z probably wouldn't have questioned it, the whole deal vas so 
unusual. Bo there were—ve were all to some degree inhibited 
about going through our noraal procedures, not only in the 
pricing area but in all areas having to do with this mission, 
because it vas so unusual, in that it vas all done by phone 
calls. That certainly inhibited me throughout this whole 
affair.” Although he raised his concerns with LTO turbules that 
the price of $3,469 was too low because the Army could not- 
replace the basic TOW with a current version for that price, he 
said that the major point vas not that the correct AKDF price vas 
different. However, he thinks it would not have aade any 
difference to HQOA if they had come up with a different NSN or 
AMDF price because "ve became semi-locked into that price." 
(Exhibit 9-11, pp 6, IS, 33, 38, 36) 
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CZA Influanc* on th * 

m . . . — 

-—J*J*J* d ' recall on* convaraatlon in v>iich z 

"?J! a S? Korth that original coat figura of $6 ooo 

addod^hJt^Tc^SililJ buy f ng currant aodal TOW*.* h# 

SJ d J?« t 5?I- L K!r# ,f f r S^ii^™lfc goin9 t0 do •«■• investigation 
Ui; jf d * ^25 ?MBPM(BBB di <* not ,tnow * ho LIC north 

^^ljca^t^or *hathJ^!a"ha^an^dir*ct baaring on tha final coat 
*• ^ld LTO Ruaao that tha figura vaa too hiSh. 
TiSuSZ tha ^ h ! vould htv * ™othar look at tha 9 

would ba i 2 ^i d *nca on what tha coat 

tarriblJ 1 • 0 •»*<* prica vaa not 

f^rlbl^Bportant to tha'CZA aa longTaa thay broka avan and got 

SI«ftSiRSHIII wa !w 4ik * d whtth * r or n °t ha thought thara vara 
Sf 2 ^ and tha CZA and ha aaid no, that 

hll prica, Ha aald no ona in tha Army gava 

SiZtliJI J?f*f! tlori *?•* trying to hold tha prica down to a 

SS^hiJhfi^iT. 0r * i? W#r flg V rt ' but " x tbinX **• W»tlon caaa 
up vhathar thia vaa tha actual raplacaaant coat of tha aiaaila. 

tha ba,ic was no lon 9 or in 

production." pmHMTfurthar aaid ha did not ballava for any 
hay varaunder any praaaura to kaap tha prica down 


41 


raaaon that 


I?! " "5 uit « contrary, va vara baing gougad a 

r S&k 2 .%., 

IH y «?i a 5U aa ^ on f *?, ao auch aonay 

f® JJjf f0 J • ■i**il*.iMHBHjBB(||B-vaa not avara of anyona 
in ciA...balng undar praalur^tonol^iovn coata" and vaa not 

JiI r 2-25«. a IL?i^ c ®? c ® rn 4bout Prica except that tha addition of 
tha depot aodiflcation coat (for eonvarting ZTOWa into baaic 
TOWa) "vaa aoaavhat of a aurpriaa to ua." Ha aaid ha vaa not 
f w ff? ®* ?*** conaternation ovar a changa in prica or of tha CZA 
tailing tha Army that approval would ba raquirad from tha Whita 
Houaa for auch a prica incraaaa. Hovavar, ha aaid ha fait it vaa 
imperative to know what tha baat aatimata vaa vhanavar talking to 
Army bacauaa "aa X undaratood, thara vaa no raturning for 
•onay onca you got an aatiaata publiahad, that vaa it." Exhibit* 
*•»« PP 9, €, at »-25, pp 7, I, 111 B~2C, pp 53, SC, C7, 91) 

. (•) (0) VAOM Jonaa, OSH Wickham, OEM Thurman and LTO 

Xagiatar aaid thay did not dlacuaa pricing or provlda any pricing 
guidance. During a diacuaaion of thia lnveatigatlon on 1C 
January 19S7, OSH Wickham obaarvad that It la not uncoaacn or 
unreaeonable for tha CZA to aollcit tha boat poaaibla prica for 
equipment. (Exhibit! »-a, pp C, 7| »-J, pp 3 , 9 ; s-4, PP W' B “ 
la, pp 4-S) 
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b. (S) Discussion: Xt appears thara vaa no Impression 
glvan to anyona In tha Amy that tha prlea needed to ba raducad 
to a apaclfiad amount or that it naadad to ba lowered ao that 
axcaaa funda could c* uaad for anothar purpoaa or for any othar 
raaaon. Thara vaa avldanca that comments vara mada :o tha Amy 
that tha initial priea figura aantionad to tha CXA (which could 
ba conatruad to ba a "raplacament" price) vaa eonaldarad too 
high, but only froa tha atandpoint that tha TOWa raquaatad vara 
oldar alaailaa and paopla in tha ESC had an idaa of vhat thay 
thought vaa a raaaonabla prica for thoaa aiaallaa t thara vaa no 
impropriety in tha CXA (or NSC) seeking tha baat poaaibla prica 
for ltama it vaa purchaaing. Tha lnvaatigatora could not varify 
tha SSCX ataff coaaant that "thara aay hava baan convaraatlon 
that Ollla North had with ona of tha Amy fallova involved." 
Thara appaara to hava baan aubtla prasaura by 80DA on XXCOM and 
tha FM TOW not to changa tha prica. Thla impression aay hava 
stemmed froa tha fact that tha HQDA action officar aaid ha vaa 
told by tha CXA that approval for tha funda vaa coaing froa a 
vary high laval. Thara fora, HO DA vaa concamad about making any 
prica changaa onca an initial prlea quota of $3,lit had baan 
providad. 


c. (S) Concluaiona: 

(1) (S) Xt ia not uncommon for tha CXA to aolicit 
baat poaaibla pricaa for equipment. Hanca aoma praaauraa may 
hava baan appliad from tha CXA to HQDA for a lovar prica and from 
HQDA to MXCOM not to changa tha originally quoted prica. 

However, thara vaa no avldanca of direct or indirect praaaura 
appliad to kaap tha prica low, par aa. 

(2) (U) While theme praaauraa apparently did not 
affect tha initial prica determination, thay may hava aerved to 
inhibit a review of vhat tha oorrect price ahould hava baan for 
tha converted XTOV miaallea. 

(3) (S) Thara vaa no avldanca of price nagotlationa 
or bartering with tha CXA. Tha Amy aatabllahad tha TOW miaaile 
price. 

10. (S) Iaaua Mi Xa it legal for tha Amy to praaant tha CXA * 

an amended bill for tha TOW miaallea? 

a. (U) Dlacuaaloni Xn a 2 January 1SS7 memorandum, the - * 
lnvaatigatora aakad OTJAO about tha legality of submitting a 
revlead bill to anothar government agency if an Economy Act 
transfer vaa incorrectly priced. Xn lte 7 January 19S7 reply, 
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-OTJAO staead, "This office perceives no legal objection to 
subaitting to the concornod agency a euppleaental vouchar to a .v« 
tha nocoaaary adjuat^nta...Thi. la a aatter which can* t0 Mk# 
( Exh ibits*!?)*?? “ utual Agreement of tha agencies concerned." 

cia tk inihiv. “• xr,y *• >'•••« **• 

“ hy dld th ® **** P rovld ‘ •“<* •" odd nuab.r 
a. (S) Discussion* 

(1) (i) On ll January ilia LTO Powell tasked gem 

cia***?^^?****??** 1 *? d#Uv * r 4,000 basic TOW aissilas to tha 

2 .. fl0 * t ing nuabar of 500« aissilas, but that 
I25iril dl v r ? 0t to tha VC9A«. Ovar tha naxt 

Jjj d iocussions with ODC3LOO representatives, tha 
th * requirement to 4,504 and than to 4,508. 
(Exhibits 8-1, pp 2 , 3 l 8-2, pp 3-8) 

A 2 LJIL Th !L Ar,,y P r «P*red 4,503 TOW aiasilas for 
? nirt try CI ** Th# numb * r actually tranafarrad was 2,003: 

iasa° SIL 1 JrtI* brU f r Z 19,<d Bodd number" of SOI on 19 May 
1918, and 500 on 3 Novaabar 1918. (Exhibits w, o and P-i) 


(3) (3/ORCOM) 
tha first shipaant wars 


aid all 1,000 aiasilas in 
(Exhibit 8-22, p 3 ) 


^ <4) (I/ORCOW) Mr. Ami tags, AJD(ISA), said ha haard 

JT:. C ;::r;, Di fr 0r °* (CdntMi Intelligence (OCX), or soaaona 

IiiJ y a5l f 2J2 *d CO ?? rM f lorul COin,ittM to tha affact that 
^araalsant SOI TOW alssiles to Iran in August or laptaabar 1915. 
■■■■iPgaaid tho 501 TOWs dalivarad to tha CXA at Rads tons 
TfnnaTOTay 1988 want to Xsraal as raplacaaants for tha 

8^11 *° Xra " ** *** f * 11 0f 1,15 * < Ejchiblt « 8-17, pp 

< s > (8/ORCOW) tastifiad that Xsraal 

had expressed dissatisfaction with tha aga of tha SOiTOWathav 
raoaivad as payback for tha 1989 shipaant to Iran.^MliMlif 
reported that whan LTC worth askad that Xsraal ship too aissilas 
to Iran to halp axpadita rslaasa of an Aaarican hostaga, Xsraal 
sant Iran 300 of tha 508 oldar aissilas it had raoaivad from tha 
U.8. Thasa aissilas froa Xsrasli stocks wars raplacsd with 500 
nawsr aissilas which tha U.8. providad Xsraal in tha last 


■«t - special acre— required 
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shipment. Tha navar aiaailas vara selected flrat by tha cza 
requesting all lot numbara for the remaining 3,000 aiaailas and 
than raquaating that tha next S00 be pulled from tha navast lots. 
Tha CIA specified new aiaailas for that shipment because tha 
aieailes vara going into Israeli stocks. (Exhibits B-22, pp io- 
12; B-31, pp 14-16) 

c. (3/ORCOM) Conclusion: Tha evidence indicated that LTC 
Worth, KSC staff, made tha decision to ship an "odd number" of 
SOI TOW missiles to Zsraal based on an assumption that 508 was 
the number Israel sent to Iran in 1985. 

12. (J) Issue 81: Did the sals off HAWK ground support 

equipment repair parts to the CIA reduce the readiness of u.s. 
Army air defense forces? 

a. (S) Discussion: 

(1) (5) Zn response to a 10 April 1916 telephonic 

tasking by the ODCSLOG Logistics Account Office, later confirmed 
by a 23 April 1916 message, HQ AKC revlaved a CIA list of 234 
line items of HAWK system parts for price, availability and 
impact on readiness. With the majority off the items controlled 
by their command, HICOM took the lead for AMC in assessing the 
impact. Eleven items could not be identified. Seventy-five of 
the remaining 223 line item numbers (LIN) were managed by other 
AMC commands, DLA, and the USAF, and KICOM passed the requirement 
for these LINs to the responsible agencies. This left KICOM with 
148 missile peculiar LINs which it managed, with respect to 
these LINs, MI COM found two vers no longer stocked. MI COM 
reviewed the remaining 146 LINs to determine how providing the 
kind and number of parts requested would affect support of US air 
defense units. The assessment included review of assets on hand, 
parts due in from production and repair, average monthly demand, 
and known requirements, and Incorporated the subjective judgement 
of responsible KICOM personnel. The outcome vaa a determination 
that one hundred LXMs could be furnished without seriously 
depleting stocks, but providing the remaining 46 LINs in the 
requested'quantities might affect OS forces 1 readiness. For 19 
LINs, Army stocks would be totally depleted, and for 11 LINs, 
over half the Army's stocks would be required. The anticipated 
effect of furnishing the other 20 LINs was less but still 
ooosidered significant. KICOM relayed this information to-HQ 
AMC, which passed it to the Logistics Aooounts Office, ODCSLOC, 
DA. Subsequently, ODCSLOC directed shipment of all parts, to 
include those managed by DLA and the Air Force. (Exhibits Q; R; 
•) 
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(J) (C) The investigators reviewed aonthly unit status 

raporta submitted by the nina U.S. Army HAWK battaliona and micow 
stock racorda for the 46 LZHa idantifiad aa potential problems in 
tha initial MZCOM aaaaaaaant to determine tha actual effect 
air parts on readiness. They found - 


- — Jraadlnasa raporta 

indicatad sala of tha parts did not harm readiness. Furthar a 
raviav of KICOH stock racorda on 7 January 1967 shovad MZCOM'had 
stocks on hand for all 46 LZKa and no back ordars for 
nonoparational equipment for any of tha 46 LZNa. (Exhibit T) 


b. (S) Conclusion! Tha sala of RAW?; ground support 
aguipaant rapair parts to tha CZA did not raduca tha raadinaas of 
U.S. Aray air dafansa forcas. 


13 * (*) Zsaua <9t Zs it poaaibla to upgrade a HAWK aissila 

systaa using tha rapair parts sold to tha CZA? 

a. (S) Discussion! 

(1) (S) A tschnical augaantaa to tha DAZO 

invastigation taaa raviavad tha 146 HAWK peculiar parts on tha 
list of 234 lira itams raqusstad by tha CZA. This raviav 
ravaalad that all 146 itams vara for tha AN/KPS-46 radar, a high- 
povar illuminator radar to vhich cartain product improvamanta 
hava not baan appliad and vhich is no longar usad by U.S. Army 
HAVX units. Zt has baan raplacad by tha AN/KPQ-37, vhich is 
basically an AJT/MPQ-46 vlth "Phasa ZX" upgradas. Upgrade of an 
AM/KJNJ-46 to an AW/XPQ-37 raquiras 39 specific parts. Nona of 
these 39 parts vara on tha CXA list. Tvo other parts on tha list 
could be usad on tha AW/MPQ-37, but had equal application to 
either model* The remainder of tha radar parts vara applicable 
only to tha AH/MPQ-46. (Exhibit V) 

(E) (U) A sac end and indep<andent raviav of tha parts 
list by tha U.S. Army Air Dafansa School, Ft Bliss, Texas, found 
tha parts to be consistent vlth support of Phasa X HAWK batteries 
and not to US HAWK batterlea, vhich hive baan upgraded through 
application of "Phasa XX" product lmpr.ovements. (Exhibit 17) 

(3) (S) Xn April 1966, tha CXA attempted to add tvo 

complete AW/XPQ-46 radars to tha list of 234 parts requested 
earlier. Tha Army responded that tha radars vould hava to be 
handled as a separata request. ODCJLOO raviavad assets and 
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advised the CIA, in Key 1916, thet the only AN/KPQ-46 assets i n 
the Any inventory were two units purchesed by Iren before 
overthrow of the Sheh end being held pendin^reeolution of claims 
by Iren. The CIA certified eveilebility ofHHHto covar the 
cost of asking the AN/MPQ-4 6a reedy for shipment. The Army 
prepered the reders ee requested, but they were not shipped (to 
dete, the Any hee not billed the CIA for this work.) x n 
response to s CIA request, ODCSLOG eleo provided the cxa price 
end eveilebility infonetion for two AN/MPQ-57 reders, but no 
AM/KPQ-57S were treneferred to the CIA. Thus, while considerable 
effort wee expended in enticipetion of trensferring complete 
reders to the CIA, those treneactions were not coapleted, end 
there wee no upgrade of Iran's capability through provision of 
complete radars. (Exhibit W) 

b. (S) Conclusion: It is not possible to upgrade a hawk 
alssile systea using the repair parts sold to the CIA in Hay 
19S6. 


14. (S) Issue IIP: Did the Any charge the correct price for 

the HAWK ground support equipment repair parts? 

e. (S) Discussion. The Any shipped 21S of the 234 
requested line items of HAWK repair parte to the CIA on 19 May 
19S6. The amount charged for each itea was correctly extracted 
from the AMOr, as prescribed by AR 37-60. The items' unit cost 
by NSN was substantiated by reviewing end verifying the amounts 
in the April/Key 19*6 AMDF, the SF 1010 billings, end detailed 
billing lists provided by the Finance end Accounting Office, 
Redstone Arsenal. The total costs are summarised below. 

Eatlasted figures ere used in the dete because to date, the Army 
has only received bills totalling 93,162,649 from MICOM, DLA and 
the USAF for the HAWK parts they provided, other bills ere still 
due in. 


HAWK REPAIR PARTS 




9 CERTIFIED 
AVAILABLE 


211 LIKE ITEMS (HARDWARE ONLY) 
PACKING, CRATING 4 HANDLING COSTS 

TOTAL 


94,112,923 

9134.502 

94,337,424 (EST) 


The amount of|H|^^Hcertlfled as available by the CIA for 
accessorial charges appears to be adequate. To date, however, 
the Depot Systea Coaaend (DESCOH) has not billed the Aray for any 
accessorial charges. Conssquently, the Aray has not billed the 
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wnHHHVnThivi contributed to the improper pricing 
of the TOW IXssildr transferred to the CIA. 


IS. (S) frozen Assets 


e. (S) Discussions 


(1) (S) On 34 October 1914, Mr. Teft end Mr. Mersh 

discussed the pending transfer of HAWK reders and HAWK ground 
support equipment repair parts to the CIA. They decided to place 
these transactions on "hold" until they could be thoroughly 
reviewed. Since then, ODCSLOG has kept two AN/MPQ-44 radars, two 
AM/MPQ-97 radars, and tha requested repair parts in a "hold" or 
"frosen" status. (Exhibits R-l, p 14; R-3; R-ii; r-13) 


(3) (8) Following media reports that the United 

States was Involved in providing TOW missiles and HAWK parts to 
Iran, and in accordance with 3< November 1984 guidance from Mr. 
Ambrose, ODCSLOO also froia, pending investigation, the 3,000 
BGM-71A1 and 500 BGM-71A3 TOW missiles not yet transferred, to the 
CIA. To convert missiles from XTOWs to basic TOWs, the ITOW 
warheads were removed. These warheads, which had been shipped 
from AMAD to Hughes Aircraft corporation for use on the ITOW 
production line, were also frosen pending investigation. 

(Exhibit AR) 
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(3) (0) Upon Approval of this report, the Aray* 

investigation will be competed. Neither TIG nor OCSLOG la aware 
of any need to keep the facisrs repair parts, aisslles and 
warheads in frosen status. 


b. (S) Conclusion! Assets frotan pending coapletlon of 
this investigation should be released to AXC for appropriate 
disposition. 



II. (S) That the Army subait a corrected bill to the CZA fer an 
additional $2,997,392.49 for the TOW aisslles. 


19. <•) That HAWX radars, HAWK ground support equipment repair 
parts, TOW aisslles, and TOW warheads frosen pending coapletlon 
of this investigation be released to AMC for appropriate 
disposition. 

20. (U) That appropriate persons be lnforaed. 

21. (U) That this report be approved. 

22. (U) That this investigation be concluded based on evidence 
presently available, subject to reopening if required because of 
new evidence resulting froa inquiries conducted by other 
organisations. 


CONCUR 


AY DOCfOR, JR. * US + 
Lieutenant General, USA 
The Inspector General 



' NXD V. BACKSLOOR 
COLON!L, IG 
Chief, Intelligence 
Oversight Division 

APPROVXD 




^a^retari 


KARSH, JR. 
fcetary of the A ray 
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MEMORANDUM FOR TUI DIRECTOR, DSAA 
SUBJECTS Araa Salaa to Iran 

Thla responds to your request for a legal analysis of tha 
U.8. laws applicabl# to ths transfars of dafansa articlas to Iran 
as hava baan publicly disclosad over tha last tan weeks or ao. 
Sinca wa hava no factual Information concerning thasa transfars, 
this anslysls procaads on tha assuaptlon that tha facts of tha 
aatter as alleged in tha press ara trua. Issues concerning tha 
coaalssion of crlaas, if any, or tha receipt and application of 
funds for such transfars ara beyond tha scope of your request. 
Questions concerning the lawful roles of various Bsecutive Branch 
agencies or international terrorlsa policy ara likewise generally 
excluded froa this analysis. 

The eras transfers to Iran that are the subject of this 
aeaorandua appear to fall into two categories. First , transfars 
of defense articles originally sold to the Government of Israel 
under the Aras Export Control Act by the U.8. Government or under 
munitions export license by private United states firaa. Thasa 
transfers were apparently made by tha Governaent of Israel, 
directly or indirectly, to the Governaent of Iran in the latter 
half of calendar year 1915. 0.8. Governaent approval ('prior 

consent*) or condonation (*after-the-faet acceptance*) of thasa 
Israeli transfers was allegedly Involved as well as a coaaltaant 
by the U.S. Governaent to replace tha defense, articles trans- 
ferred with substitute iteas in order to aalntain the readiness 
of Israeli defense forces. Second , transfers of defense articles 
by the 0.8. Governaent, directly or indirectly, to the Governaent 
of Iran during the first ten months of calendar year 1984. These 
transfers were apparently aade by the Central Intelligence Agency 
(CIA) under a Presidential finding on January 17, 1988, 
authorising such transfers. The defense articles transferred by 
the CIA were obtained in whole or in part froa DoD stocks by the 
CIA under the Econoay Act of 1932, as aaended, prior to their 
transfer to Iran. 


I. Israeli Transfers to Iran 


Defense articles are authorised to be sold under the Aras 
Export Control Act (ABCA) for only five purposes spelled out in 
section 4 AECAt internal security of the purchaser! lsgitlaate 
self-defense of the purchaser; regional or collectlvs.’arrange- 

■ottaftifiri/M-V-sifE. Pt"*Vu * whlcb th * pgrch * #,r 
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M *iAna collective MiBurii in which the purcheser participates; 
lUd^ilitary civic action activities in which the military forces 
of the purchaser psrticipsU. Sales ere not authorised to be udt 
to enable the purchaser to retrahsfer the iteas sold to another 
party# governmental or otherwise. An exception to the last state¬ 
ment is recognised in the case of intra-MATO lead-nation procure- 
■ent bv paragraph (4> fC) of subsection 3(d) ABCA. It is# 
nsvert£s?esB# correct to say that forei9n ailitary sales (FMS) may 
not le9ally be made by the 0.8. Govsrnasnt if the purpose of the 
sale la known at the tine of the sale to b« thj r«ferain*f«r# by 
sale or otherwise, to any other party outside the NATO Alliance. 

A coaailtaent by the 0.8. Governaent to replace defense articles 
in Israeli stocks throu9h the FMS pro9raa with the actual 
knowledge that the shorta9es in such stocks would result froa 
Israeli third-party transfers of iteas sold originally under FMS 
to Israel is inconsistent with the spirit of section 4 ABCA, even 
assuming lawful prior 0.8. consent to such third-party transfers. 
The situation aay, however, be ameliorated if prior Congressional 
notice of the circumstances involved in the proposed third-party 
transfer and resupply were made under section 3(d) ABC A and sec¬ 
tion 36(b)(1) ABC A. This is so because the ABCA emphasises the 
desire of the Congress for oversight of ■bilateral arms transfer 
decisions by the 0.8. Gvoernaent vis-a-vis each foreign reci¬ 
pient. In the event that the dollar values involved in the 
third-party transfer and resupply do not meet or „, 

thresh holds specified in section 3(d) AC BA and section 36(b)(1) 
ABCA# Congressional notification is inappropriate and no legal 
basis for the combined operation i* •callable. JJJ^hcir- 
cuastancea an FMS transaction directly with the third-party is 
required. 

A variation of th. .bov. .n.ly.l. uy b. *«>nd «h*r. 
defense articles are exported by private United States 'ire* 
under aunitions export license authority pursuant to 38 

ABCA. The International Traffic in Arms Regulations <****•> 
require the exporter to declare on its export license application 
the "country of ultimate destination-^and, in the case ?f i hlch 
foreign aanufacturing agreement, the sales territory in which 
the manufactured items aay be sold. Co '3 ra * a £°?fJ 
requirements for third-party transfers of 
export of them from the United Stater are found in section 
3 yj\ mi amcA and section 36(c) (1) ABCA. The ITARs themselves 
JptiifJ the conditions under wh C °" 

is required for retransfers of items exported thereunder. 

Defense articles sold under the FMS program by the U.8. 
Governaent must be sold subject to the conditions set forth in 
section 3(a)(2) ABCA, i.e., that thevte^o/weJt- of 
transfer them to -anyone not an officer, •JjSXIIe 2* been 

the purchaser -unless the consent of the President has first ossn 
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obtained.■ The ectuel sale* contract clarifies that the content 
aust be "written" (paragraph B.9, Annex A, OD Fore 1513) aa well 
aa prior to the transfer. If Israel transferred iteas to Iran 
without the prior coneent of the President# section 3(e) AECA 
requires that any lnforaation to that effect be reported 
"leaedlately" to the Congress. This responsibility has been 
delegated to the Secretary of State by Executive Order 11958. 
Moreover, section 3(c) ABC A would, in that event, make Israel 
ineligible for additional pms credits unless neither the 
President nor the Congress by joint resolution deterained that a 
"substantial violation" occurred. Cash sales and deliveries of 
previous FMS'to Israel would be teralnated in the event it is 
deterained under siallar conditions that a "substantial viola¬ 
tion" occurred in using the iteas for a purpose "not authorized 
under section 4." 

However, if Israel sought the written consent of the 
President (or the Secretary of State to whoa this function is 
also delegated by Executive Order 11958) prior to the transfer to 
Iran, section 3(a) AECA requires that consent be withheld until 
the proposed recipient foreign country (l.e., Iran) "provides a 
coaaltaent in writing to the United States Governaent that it 
will not transfer such defense articles, if not deallitarised, to 
any other foreign country or person without first obtaining the 
consent of the President." Moreover, the last paragraph of sec¬ 
tion 3(a) AECA prohibits the President froa giving bis consent to 
a third-party transfer "unless the United States itself would 
transfer the defense article under consideration to that 
country." Congress is thereby prohibiting the transfer of 
defense iteas Indirectly if the United States would not — for 
legal or policy reasons — Itself transfer then directly . The 
United States aaintalns a policy of strict neutrality towards 
Iran and Iraq as regards tneir conflict and conducts a caapaign, 
publicly and privately, against ailltary supplies for either 
belligerent. Iranian Foreign Asset Control Regulations, issued 
pursuant to various Executive Orders, strictly prohibit financial 
transactions with Iran except under Treasury license. Finally., 
the U.S. Governaent has repeatedly identified Iran as engaged in 
"state-supported International terrorism." Section 3(f) AECA 
prohibits FMS directly to "any governaent which aids or abets, by 
granting sanctuary Froa prosecution to, any Individual or group 
which has committed an act of international terrorisa." The 
Iranian governaent has apparently strong influence over certain 
terrorist groups in Lebanon and aay have afforded thea 
"sanctuary* within the aeanlng of section 3(f) AECA. There are, 
thus, several bases — legal and policy bases — on which one 
aust analyse the legality of any prior written consent to 
transfer FMS-origln iteas to Iran, if Indeed there was such con¬ 
sent. On the other hand, assualng that the United States 
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Government shortly thtrufttr udi ial«t of military items of 
similar capabilities itself to Iran, It say ba argued that tha 
statutory taat was demonstrably met In that *the Onitad stataa 
Itaaif would tranafar tha dafanaa article undar conaldaration to 
that country.” No Iranian ratranafar aaaurancaa were, of coursa, 
obtalnad by tha 0.8. Government in writing. Thia conclusion 
laads ona to opins that tha Xsraali tranafara to Iran during tha 
lattar half of calandar yaar 1885 wars made without tha prior 
writtsn consent of tha Onitad Stataa Govarnaant. 


IX. CIA Tranafara to Iran 

DoD atocka of dafanaa articlaa ara authorisad to ba sold to 
•any aligibla country' undar cartain conditions aat out in tac¬ 
tion 21(a) ABC A. Iran was made aligibla by tha Praaidant for PKS 
by a formal determinaten reaffirming its aligibility on January 2, 
1973 (31 Fad. Rag. 7211* 3 CFR (1971-1973 Comp.) 1105) pursuant to 
section 3(a) ABCAt 


•SEC. 3. Eligibility. —(a) Ho dafanaa articla or 
dafanae service shall be sold or leaaad by tha Onitad 
Stataa Govarnaant undar this act to any country ... 
unlaaa— 

• (l) the Preaidant finds that tha furnishing of 
dafanae articles and defense sarvicaa to such country 
... will strengthen tha security of tha Onitad States 
and promote world peacej 

• • * 


•(4) tha country ..: is otharwlaa eligible to purchase 

or lease defense articles or dafanaa sarvicaa." (amghasis 

added.) 


AS noted above, there is substantial question as to whether Iran 
was -otherwise eligible” in 1986 for FNS baaed upon, inter alia, 
its support of international 

tion 3(f) AECA. Sowever, tbs prohibition in ••c* lon i r if CA 
that is quoted above is limited to sales made under tha Ara* 
Export Control Act. Similarly, the detailed rules pertaining to 
FHS throughout tha AECA, e.g., section 36(b)(1) AECA, ara quite 
rightly limited to salaa made undar that act. 


Tha transfers to Iran in amrintly by thm 

CIA undar a different, authority. Section 662 of tha Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, provides* 


■SBC. 662. Limitation on intelligence Activities.-- 
No funds appropriated under the authority of this or 
any other Act may be expended by or on behalf of the 
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Central Intelligtnce Agency for operations in foreign 
countries, other than activities Intended solely for 
obtaining necessary intelligence, unless and until the 
President finds that each such operation is important 
to the national security of the United States. Each 
such operation shall be considered a significant anti¬ 
cipated intelligence activity for the purpose of sec¬ 
tion SOI of the National Security Act of 1947.* 

Section SOI of the National Security Act of 1947, referred 
to above, provides in pertinent parti 

"SEC. 501. Congressional oversight 

"(a) Reports to Congressional Coaalttees of current 
and proposed activities 

*To the extent consistent with all applicable 
authorities and duties, including those conferred by 
the Constitution upon the executive and legislative 
branches of the Governaent, ... the Director of Central 
Intelligence ... shall— 

*(1) Keep the Select Coaaittee on Intelligence of 
the Senate and the Peraanent Select Coaaittee on 
Intelligence of the Bouse of Representatives ... fully 
and currently lnforaed of all Intelligence activities 
... including any significant anticipated intelligence 
activity, except that ... if the President deteralnes 
it Is essential to Halt prior notice to meet extraor¬ 
dinary clrcuastances affecting vital Interests of the 
United States, such notice shall be llsited to the 
chalraan and ranking alnorlty aeabers of .the intelli¬ 
gence coaalttees, the Speaker and alnorlty leader of 
the Bouse of Representatives, and the aajorlty and 
alnorlty leaders of the Senate. 

* • * 


•(b) Pailure to inforaj reasons 

"The President shall fully infora the intelligence 
coaalttees in a timely fashion of intelligence opera¬ 
tions in foreign countries, other than activities 
intended solely for obtaining necessary Intelligence, 
for which prior notice was not given under subsection 
(a) of this section and shall provide s stateaent of 
the reasons for not giving prior notice. 
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•(c) Establishment of procedures for relaying 
Information 

•The President end the intelligence committees shell 
each establish such procedures es nay be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of subsections (a) and (b) of 
this section.* ( emphasis added .) 

Until 1985 there were disputes concerning the statutory authority 
of the CIA to transfer military itess to foreign governments out¬ 
side the Arms Export control Act and the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 and, in particular, whether such transfers could legally 
be considered to fora a part of a •significant anticipated 
intelligence activity* within the aeanlng of section 682 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and section 501 of the National 
Security Act of 1947. These disputes L-ere settled with the 
enactaent on December 4, 1985, of section 403 of the Intelligence 
Authorisation Act for Fiscal Year 1986 (P.L. 99-169, 99 8tat. 
1002, 1006). That section readt 

"Notice to Congress of Certain Transfers of Defense 
Articles and Defense Services 


•SEC. 403.(a)(1) During fiscal year 1986 , the 
transfer of a defense article or defense service 
exceeding $1,000,000 in value by an intelligence 
agency to a recipient outside that agency shall be 
considered a significant anticipated intelligence 
activity for the purpose of section 501 of the 
rational Security Act of 1947.* (emphasis added^) 


Paragraph (2) of section 403 of P.L. 99-169 provided that 
paragraph (1) did not apply if the transfer • is being made pur¬ 
suant to authorities* contained in security assistance legisla¬ 
tion or if the transfer •is/not being made in conjunction with an 
intelligence or intelligence-related activity.* The P™****®"* 
of section 403 were made permanent and a part of the National 
Security Act of 1947 by section 602 of the Intelligence 
Authorisation Act for Fiscal Tsar 1987 (P.L. 99-569, October 27, 
1986). 

Thus, the Presidential finding of January 17, 1986, 
apparently authorised the CIA to transfer defense f'ticlee of a 
value in excess of $1 million each to Iran, subject to the noti¬ 
fication requirements of section 501 of the National Seourity Act 
of 1947. To the extent that the value of each defense article 
was less than $1 million, section 662 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 appears to treat its transfer also, as a significant 
anticipated Intelligence activity. 


mini kWIHFB 
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The CXA purchased aoie or ell of the defense articles 
Involved from DoD stocks pursuant to the Economy Act of 1932, as 
aiaended (31 USC 1533, 1536) based upon their "actual value." The 
CIA's authority in this regard is expressly recognised by section 
502 (a)(4) of the National Security Act of 1947, enacted by sec¬ 
tion 401 of the Intelligence Authoriiation Act for Fiscal Year 
1986 (P.L. 99*169, Dec. 4, 1985, 99 Stat. 1002,1005). 


It should be noted parenthetically that apparently all but 
the last of the CXA transfers to Iran occurred before August 27, 
1986, when the Omnibus Diplomatic Security and Antiterror Isa Act 
of 1986 was enacted. Section 509 of this Act (P.L. 99-399, 100 
Stat. 853, 874) added a new section 40 AECA that specifically 
prohibits export of Munitions List items to countries that 
repeatedly provide support for acts of international terrorism; 
Iran has been so designated. The press has reported that the 
Department of State suggested to the Congress that section 40 
AECA does not nullify the Presidential finding with regard to 
Iran made on January 17, 1986. 


r Jerome 1 




Jerome H. Sllber 


Atchat 

FMS Eligibility Determination, 1973 
Sec. 40 AECA 
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Presidential Documents 


Title 3—The Preeident 

MEMORANDUM OF JANUARY 2, I97J 

irmMMttt tmrnmmMm *» n -»» 

Eligibility for the Purchase of 
Defense Articles Under the Foreign 
Military Sales Act, As Amended 

j Memorandum for the Secretary of State 
J The Wnm House, 

Wukin fin, 2, 197 J. 

la accordance with the recommendation* in your memorandum of 
December 4,1 hArby find pursuant to Section 3(a)(1) of the Foreign 
Military Sales Acs, as amended, that the ale of defense articles and 
defense services to: FAR EAST: Australia, Brunei, Burma, Cambodia, 
Republic of China, Indonesia, Japan, Rcpublc of Korea, Laos, Ma¬ 
laysia, New Zealand, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, Rcpub&c of 
Sooth Vietnam; EUROFE: Aurtrfa, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, 
France, 1 Federal Republic of Germany, Iceland, Ireland, lta^Luxem- 
Mure, Malta, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, S witter- 
and. United Kingdom, Yugoslavia; WESTERN HEMISPHERE: 
trgentma, BoSvia, Brasil, Canada, ttfle, Colombia, CoeU Rka, Do- 
ninkan Repubfie, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, HaW, Hooduraa, 
' famaka, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Pent, Trinidad and 
roUgci Uruguay, Venezuela; AFRICA: Cameroon, Dahomey, Ethi- 
>pk, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea, Ivory Coe*, Liberia, Libya, Mali, Mo¬ 
rocco, Mger, Nigeria, Senegal, Ttmhfa, Upper Voila, Republic of Zaira; 
Vf4R EAST AND SOUTH ASIA: Afghanistan, Bahrain, Greece, 
IntBa, ran, brad, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Nepal, Oman, Qatar, 
Fakfca rSwxfl Arabia, Sri Lanka (Ceyko), Turkey, the United Arab 
Emhai % Y«nen Arab Repubfie; INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZA¬ 
TION, t NATO and to agendo, the United Nations and to agencies, 
usd* Organisation of American State* wiQ strengthen the security of 
ihtUn ted Stales and promote world pence. 

Id tM Implementation of Section t of Publk Law 9M72, ae 
meadd, mart authorised on aqr behalf to de term i ne whether the 
proptn d traaJfor of f defense artkk by a foreign country or Interna- 
donal < rgankition lo aty foreign country or international organisation 



fir 


do* iodvxkd ia the iorefotog eaumemwa will strenftbcB the security 
of the United States and promote world peace. 

n order that the Conpea majr be to/onrxd of the implementation of 
Foreign Military Sales Act, pou arqrequested on my behalf to report 
fading to the Speaker of the House of Representatives and to the 
Chairman Of the Senate Foreip Relations Coounittoe. 




[FA Doc?}-5JJI Fihd S-l4-7J;IOrII m) 
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i 

i 

i 

i 

i 
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TITLE VI—JKTXHNATIONAL HUCLEAB TKJUtORlSM 
sac m. venom to ooksat wtoxatksul kuclkab Tnaomsn 
(a) AcnoHS TO m Tajom rr tvs Pukscxt.—T h« Coafrssi hsrsby 
illj sets I in Pwriiwi 

Cl) to sssk ttatom! idhraei to tbs Ooomitka « tbs 
PMcsl Protoctfes ofNodstr Malarial; 

*oG eoadocf s rrrkir, snlistins tbs psrbdpstioo sf *0 
rstovast dsyurtosots and afsndss of tbs Oorsnsrat. to 
dstoraias sfesthar tbs rseomasndatfeas oo Phjskal 
Protsctfaa •! Nadoar MaUrial pubUsbsd by tbs Intor- 
national Atomic Easftjr A«*acy art adsquato to dsUrtbsft, 
oabotom, awl tbs ass of aurisar farilf t i as sad s&atsrials la 

iwrisw to tbs Orsetor. 

aariaar aastorial fa fetonutfeoal transit, and 


Ci)too 


_• that wbse say such matsrlaJ is transported 

latsrasttoaaQy, E Is aadsr tbs atgto sffsethrs naans for 
sdsqastaty orctoctiac E froa sets or attsaptsd sets of 
sabotscs or Soft by torrorist poops or nations; sad 
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A. Could the FMS or commercial licensing system have been used 

to make these sales - with or without Congressional 

notification? 

- Sales can only be made by the USG to foreign countries 
and international organizations that the President for¬ 
mally determines to be eligible for sales because "the 
furnishing of defense articles and defense services to 
such country or international organisation will 
strengthen the security of the United States and pro¬ 
mote world peace." 

- Sales can only be made for one or more of the followino 
purposesi FT) Internal security; (2) legitimate self-' 
defense; (3) military civic action; (4) participation 
in regional or collective arrangements consistent with 
the UN Charter; and (S) participation in collective 
measures'requested by the UN. 

- The purchaser must agree not to transfer title to (or 
possession of) the sold items to any third party or to 
use them for purposes other than those for which fur¬ 
nished without the prior consent of the President (the 
actual sales contract requires that the consent be in 
writing). 

- The purchaser must agree to maintain the security of 
the..items sold. 

- The purchaser must agree to pay for the items sold in 
U.S. dollars — generally in advance of delivery from 
DoD stocks or at such times as DoO requires such 
payments in order to make payments on a DoD procurement 
contract. 

B. What are the prohibitions to sales? 

- Sales nay not be made by the U9G if the purchaser 
requires in performance of the sales discrimination 
against any U.S. person on the basis of race, religion, 
national origin# or sex. 

- Sales may not be made if U96 or contractor personnel 
are to perform any duties of a combatant nature, 
including any duties related to training or advising 
that may engage U.S. personnel in combat activities, 
outside the united States. 

- Sales may not be made to any government which "aids or 
abets# by granting sanctuary from prosecution to# any 
individual or group tdiich has coomitted an act of 
international terrorism." 

- Sales may not be made to any economically less deve¬ 
loped country diverting U.S. development assistance or 
its otm resources to "i 
expenditures." ||S| 
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- Salts way not bt made uniat* tht Congress it c>'*n prior 
notification of th# proposed tala* it tha salat is worth 
$30 Million or aore <51* Million or «ora of Major defense 
equipment) -- and tha Contrast dots not anact a law pro¬ 
hibiting tha notifiad tala* within a sptclfltd tint period. 

C. What ara tha requirements for third party trantfart? 

- Tha Prasidant (or tha Sacratary of Stata by delegation of 
authority) Must give prior written content to any proposed 
transfer of tha items toid by ar.y purchaser to any parson, 
firm, or government that is not tha purchaser’s "officer, 
employee, or agent." 

- Consent to transfer may not be givan'unlass tha United States 
itself would transfer tha defense article under consideration" 
to that third party. 

- Transfers of significant defense articles may not be 
consented to unless (1) the foreign country requesting 
consent to transfer agrees to demilitarise such defense 
articles prior to transfer, or (2) the proposed recipient 
foreign country provides e commitment in writing to the 
USC that it will not transfer such Items, if not demilit- 
erlzed, to any other foreign country or person without 
first obtaining the consent of the President. 

D. Regarding'third party transfers, vhat are the requirements 
for Congressional notification? 

- Before consent to transfer May be given, the Congress 
must first be notified of the proposed transfer -- and the 
Congress does not enact a lav prohibiting the notified 
transfer within a specified time period -- in those cases 
where the transfer is of items originally worth 550 million 
or more ($1* million or more of major defense equipment). 

E. Are there any proposad transfers to third parties that do not 
require prior Congressional notification? 

- Yea, if the transferred items are below the dollar threshholds 
Hated above). However, even in those cases the President 
must give prior written consent to the purchaser and must 
obtain the required written retransfer assurances from the 
third country. 

- No Congressional notification is required in the case of 
transfers either on a temporary basis for the sole purpose 
of maintenance, repair, or overhaul or if they Involve 
NATO cooperative cross servicing *intra-NATO lead-nation 
procurement (and so previously notified to the Congress 

if above notification threshholds). 
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F. Regarding proposed USG sales to foreign countries end inter¬ 
national organisations of $30 alllion or aore ($14 mllion 
or aora if aejor defense equipment), whet aust the Congress 
be told about the proposed sale? 

- Each notification aust Identify the purchaser, the dollar 
aaount of the sale and the quantity, a description of the 
ltaa to be sold, the allltary dapartaent proposing to aake 
the sale, whether and the aaount of any agents' fees or 
contributions to be aide to proaote the sale, and the 
sensitivity of technology proposed to be sold and a detailed 
justification of the reasons necessitating the sale in view 
of the sensitivity of such technology. A cross-reference 

to any prior quarterly report to the Congress on price end 
availability given pertaining to the proposed eale aust also 
be included in the notification. 

- At the request of either the Senate Foreign lelatlons Coa- 
alttee or the House Foreign Affairs Comaittee, additional 
very detailed inforaatlon aust be supplied concerning the 
proposed sale. 

G. Regarding F. above, are there any clrcuastancea which asr 
require additional notification to the Congress about the 

saae sale? 

. - Yea, if the fundaaental nature of the proposed sale is 
altered by the Executive Iranch after notification and 
before the sale la actually offered and accepted or if the 
estiaated price or other conditions are substantially 
different than that notified when the sales contract is aad 

- Further notification or report nust be aade to the Congress 
the sensitivity of technology or capability as described 
in the original notification is to be enhanced or up¬ 
graded prior to delivery. If thai cost of the enhancesenc 
or upgrade Is above the original notification threshholds, 
the notification aust be aade before the chante is put on 
contract or otherwise implemented -- and the Congress does 
enact a lav prohibiting the notified enhanceaent or upgrade 
within a specified tlae period. 

H. Are there any differences with regard to Congressional notifi¬ 
cation between USG proposed sales and proposed direct coaaerci 
exports? 

- Direct coaaerclal contracts aay be aade without prior Con¬ 
gressional notification; only exports in implementation of 
such contracts suy be notified to Congress and then only if 
above dollar threshholds. 

- The information supplied to the Congress on direct coaaerei 
exports is much less comprehensive and detailed than that F 
vlded regarding USG sales. 

Congress is not afforded a specified time period in ***** * 
enact a law prohibiting exports to NATO, Japan, Australia* 



75-937 0-88-24 
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./2#*t+n6i?SI*294 
yfco TE*RaL „ 

/di TVlANA-'*tf224 W4:22t? 

T MMRS* 

£i OQ SO A IE 
o liMBr.i oo tm 
F« 

C 0 N M D I n I A I 

-JQQQ 

EYES 0NLT//ITIS 0NLT//ETIJ ONLTA 

MACT IMMEDIATE! >-- 

>01 AMJASSA001 FlCklllN9 MS COL STEELEjfSOM GES COXIAN 

SOAJiCTt FELIX RODRIGUEZ?**——-^ 

1. (C) I BATE JUST MIT IZXI • ITI FELIX RODRIGUEZ, 


PNAH»43if-l4-PZI-£5 
IS onu// 



OlOflQM MI AM 



- CPTRATTNG AS A PA! l ATI CITUZN, BUT HIS ACQ._ 

IS It'AL IKOaOi, OOINO BAC* TO LATTFl'S PATS AS PCI. 

- 2. (C) 10P1IOPII' PXlMAJtUOMMiTKIN? TO TdE REGION IS III 

- wRifa, 31 WANTS TO JSSISfTlLX YM. I 10LD IIM TIAT TIE FPW1_._ 
ilS -'F. I OX ITT. 1 US 0 TOLD SIM TIAT TOPI VOJU WITS TBt P1AL WAS 

-n ALTAIC INC WILL. AND HAT « BAD MADE PROGRESS WITI TRAINING OTSl* 
'V-AfATlD’. FOXCtS. I WARNED BIM TSAT W3AT1TBI BIS CONSULTING ROLE H fV 
MlAi AM.C’JNTID TO, BI COULD NOT BZCOf'I IISI1LF TO Til PRESS IN ANT 
.illS- .'ITiOUT DAMAGING OCX CAUSi. TBISl. I ALSO CAUTIONED TSAT FL 
-'L >. U A UXT MUC3 MORE DELICATE INIIRONMINT *ITI RESPECT TO CITll- 
• IUTAaT ILLATIONS AND RESPSCT FOX iU^AN 11 CRTS TSAN ANT SI BAD 

o:-/ .hated in before. 

^ (C) 31 WILL WANT TO )LT WlTa Til LSAF TO -STASLISH BIS 

CSiriblLITT , BUT TEAT BIT OF MACHI-SKO SIMS TO ME BOTH UNNECESSARY 

- AJ UMISI. 

^ 4. <C) MT JUC5MINT IS T3AT BIS ADTICE *ILL REINFORCE OURS, AND 

; sAT »i SHOULD PUT NO OBSTACLES IN BIS WAT TO CONSULTING *ITB 

- - LAVbON OR rUSTILLO UNLESS AND UNTIL iE G ET C 0 UXIIR 1 NQ ICATIOHS. I 

...COMM IN D TEAT JIM ST II I HI W I I il 11 | .. AMBA 3 SA LOR 

ALSO MfcnOTmimi a l", TUT W ntTTTsf EXIST IS, as I Si- 
TO INSCIl Wk \N0W WIAT BE IS TILLING 3LANDCN AND 3USTILL0 Vl\ 

: IIP AND OJT-B&IEF. , 

(C) ASSUMING TOUR APPROVAL, I WILL SEND R0DRIGU7Z TO I 
liMiF.hC*, It FIB, ON CNZ 01 Ml C-12S. il WILL AARIVI AROUI 
LOCAL. II IS A LONG-TIME FP.IINC OF LOU ROORICUEZ AND, IF AVAILABLE, 
•»OU*-C APPRECIATE IT IF LOO COULD BE SIS CONTACT POINT. I ANTICIPATE 
•Z Will WANT TO DEPART TOP. MIAMI ON SATURDAY. 

sso L note* 0I chiiii immediately. PartMy 

r v22i onoif BrtMiWBlOf Lv. IZw* 

, ' hr B. Rftir, SKortty Counci 

*.NNN 


mr 
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75-937' 0232 
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Back CHANNEL 


“-DNGUSSIFIEO 

pwtHUi 

*1 NkK, MM IMy Ccwtf 


D 23180 


ACTION: STATE *01, IMMEDIATE 

USSOUTHCOM, immediate 

., £s ONIT Fv> A»A .OHO AN. JOHNSTON!; SOUTHCOK TO. OENE.AL 
GCP f'A\ FRO* PICKERING 

SU»j: KEETIN6 WITH FELIX ROORIGUEI 

, sac A VALUABLE KEETINO U1TH TELIA .OO.IOUEE TEB.UART 15. 

2. HE HAS CUTIIKE. A TACTIC WHICH I BELIEVE NAS N£«IT A..0 SHOUIO 


ee tried out 



”sut OTHER VARIATIONS AM POSSIBLE, 8UT WE WILL HAVE TO . 

■MMBBMHissue and handle it better than ever 

INT EG AT<■■■■■■ 

BEFORE If ET IS TO WORK/ SOMETHING I ASREE WITH ON ITS OWN. 

J ROBRIOUE: WILL RETURN IN J-A WEEKS TO WORK WITH BUSTILLO 
(fAS) AN. STEELE. STEELE WILL NON,TO. CLOSELY. ...««■«« ««« 
STAN.S N, OENERAl RULES - NO CIVILIAN CASUALTIES AN. HE I. NOT 

TO ACCOMPANY FAS ON COMB IWMWJlflfh... 
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0 23181 


SLOWLY AND CAKE FULL Y TO SEE WHAT APPROACH CAN PPOOUCt. H£ WILL 


TAKE ON HIGHER PRIORITY 


■ KISS ION FIRST. 


4. FOR ARA: PLEASE BRIEF DON GREGG IN .VP'S OFFICE FOR KE. 


UNCLASSIFIED 
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OACI-OHP 

HEH^RANOUH rOX VICC CHIIf Of STA tt, 
SUBJECTt ROAM STOCK Support (U) 


«* scp m 


1* (U) Rsforancs OOCSLOC action aaaorandua first undar. 

2. fS> Support to projact CROCUS was dlractad by tho CSA to mm 

OOCSLOC in lato Hay or osrly April IMS, Although tho Chlof^^^K 
woo advisad o^hajaauirad support* taskings did not flow 
through tha^^^^^^HKi Systaa. Tharafora, supporting aaaorandua 
with noraaland foraal Aray laadarshlp approval ara 
unavallabla. Rafaranca was praparad in an attaapt to bagln 
foraal writtan docuaantatlon for support to projact CROCUS. 
Howavar, tha OOCSLOC aaaorandua fails to adaquataly provida tha 
nacasaary background for tha laadarshlp. y 

» 

3. (C) Racoaaand you discuss this iasua with tha DCSLOC as tha 
raquastad support doas lapact on tha Aray'a air dafansa 
capability. 


ROBERT T. HOWARD 
Colonal, GS 

Chiaf, Tachnology Hanagaant Offlca 


tf&Z j>n*AAs CnZ) /i#s 

odded &S ■&(>£>• 7#(he<f -toCJ/h 

& c/tjcrts yd* cr. 

dft> MGrfa'J 

d /vt '/&Sy. 


Ci t/neo ^ 


P \AJOLI33 07 TU!S D03CCI? IS 
; J. u; 5CJAT\ r T a*--.” 3» DrjilBd, 
Bin Afiaia:s;p.;:iv.3 
■mi mo*. jfoi >: c*». t,xtn 
rutsDOCucsmam isLiixroro . 
onnotM; k«• ns iuonuii <* 

CXWIR1T t-1* 


... .•*!:!> •’ ■ ht*i«K ’( 

:nKf r.-c r;;yf'10 
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MTASHINCrOM TMt OlSTffICT Of COLUMBIA • 


COHTWLB^ 
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MEMORANDUM rOR ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT fOR 
NATIONAL SECURITY AfPAIRS 


SUBJECTi U.S. Export Policy Toward Iran (U) 


8 JUN BM 

N 4 4 £ 4 L> 


. Cf» I". your May 7, 1984 aemorandua regarding 'Iraqi 

Military Naada," you diractad an interagency raviaw and 
racoaaaandationa on U.S. axport policy toward Iran. Unabla to 
raach intaragancy agreement on apacific recommendations, 

Stata coordinatad and haa submitted a diacuasion papar on U.S. 
Export Policy Toward Iran for NSC conaidaration. In light of 
racant aacalation of tha Iran-Iraq war in tha Oulf and tha 
incraaaad thraat of Iranian Military and tarroriat action 
againat tha United Stataa and/or tha Oulf States, I atrongly 
racoaaand currant axport controla on Iran ba tightanad 
1 mad lata ly. 

4*> A aarioua gap axiata in currant U.S. axport control 
regulations, which allow dual-use items such aa aircraft and 
apara parts valuad undar S3 Million, halicoptara undar 10,000 
lbs, and othar itaaa controllad for national aacurity purpoaaa 
valuad undar |7 Million to ba axportad lagally to Iran. 

Thaaa monatary and waight thraaholda ara aaaantially arbitrary 
figuraa in tha anti-terrorism control regulations and hava 
allowed countries such as Iran to circuMvent tha political 
goals and intent of U.S. foreign and national aacurity axport 
policies. 


to) Although the value of such items is low, their 
axport to Iran has contributed to Iran's Military and tarroriat 
capabilities, which Might soon ba diractad againat ua or tha 
Gulf States. Dual-use items such aa light aircraft would ba 
particularly uaaful in terrorist actions against our Interests. 
In addition, continuation of this trade totally undermines 
our efforts with othar countries to dry up arms supplies to 
Iran. We cannot expect tha United Kingdoai, Italy, South 
Korea, and others to restrict sales of items similar to those 
wa allow to ba axportad to Iran. 


Classified byi 
Declassify om 


SecDef 

-"bXfiH 




IrP r..;::, Cot* 



UNBfm 


ill Paf Coot Sr. ^55557. 
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N 4 4 C .Ic, 


tfi recognize the potential coate o£ export controle 
on reletlooe with our elliee. However, these costs ere en 
eeeentiel political price to achieve our goals. The additional 
coats of eliminating these thresholds would not be significantly 
greater than those created by existing export controls applied 
to countries supporting international terrorises These costs 
should be weighed against the longer-term price of continued 
Iranian intransigence and hostility directed at U.«. Interests. 

ft-) Finally, we should not allow the limitations of our 
controls effectively to stop the flow of all dual-use items 
to Iran to be used as an excuse for not making our best 
possible efforts to stop this trade. In view of the above, I 
strongly recowsend that we issaediately eliminate the monetary 
and weight thresholds in current anti-terroriesi export control 
regulations in order to stem the flow of dual-uee items to Iran. 



cc* 

Secretary of State 
Secretary of Coseaerce 
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CHIOIOLOOT OF EVENTS 
PIOJECT SIOVBAll 


9C08 



(3) Israel sent 501 TOV* to Iran. (Nr. Araltage, 
awora teetlaoay, 24 Dee II aad Nr. 
[CIA, awora testiaoay, 7 Jaa IT) 

1-17 aad 1-22) 


19rl9i ivnv 
ASPdSAlo «V 

(EXHIBITS 8- 


Fall 15 (3) Idas of TOV alaallaa for Iran dlsoussed by 

ISC. NSC ataff (VADM Poindexter or Lt Col 
North) aoatlonod 125 allllon available, and 
they war# trylag to got aa aany alaallaa aa 
possible for tho aaount. Military Aaalatant 
to secocr aakod to find coat of TOV. Ho wont 
to tho Dofanao Soourlty Aaalatanoo Afoaoy and 
got price of •10 to 111 thouaand oaoh. (LTO 
Powell, foraor Senior Military Aaalataat to 
SooDof, awora toat&ooay, 22 Ooo ID (tXHIBIT 
1-1) 


17 ill 16 (3) 


CIA agoat eontao 
of TOVa to CIA 

tea 


Nr, 

Frl 




tusso a bout traaafor 

__ (3), CIA awora 

2 Jaa"TF) (EXHIBIT 1-21) HOTEi 
boaad thla data on a recalling a 
aotlag to plaa tho projoot before 
contacting NO Xuaao. Tho aootlag, and hence 
tho ooatact, aotually occurred on 21 Jaa 86. 
See below. 


11 JAI 86 (3) NO Powell, on authority of SECDEf, told VCSA 

of roqulreaent to ahlp approilaatoly 4000 TOV 
alaallaa to tho CIA, ultlaato deatlnatlon not 
apoolfled * (LTO Powell, foraor Senior 
Military Aaalataat to SooDof, awora 
teetlaoay, 22 Boo II) (EXHIBIT B-1> 


II JAI II (3) 




II JAI II (3) 
EXHIBIT P-1 


JB1 


VCSA, aa Aotlag CSA, received order froa 
Nilltary Aaalataat to SECDEP to bo prepared 
to ahlp 1000 baale vanilla TOVa to CIA, with 
follow oa ahlpaenta of up to 3000 aoro. Vaa 
told lt waa a oloaoly bald order and could 
oipoet • to 12 to 31 boura aotlee, lot told 
to whoa ahlpaent waa golag. (Oil Tbaraaa, 
7CSA, awora teetlaoay, 31 loo II) (EXHIBIT 
B-2) 



HOTIt Oataa aad aouraoa la bold type ladieata DAIO 
loveatlgatore' addition* to 0CSLO0 Cbroaology. 
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VCSA went to LTO Reglftar, the DC310G, and 
told hla to be prepared to ahlp 1000 vanilla 
TOW alaallea with no etghta, followed by 3000 
TOVa lator. Ha waa told tho ordar to ahlp 
•ay com at any tlaa, to keep a record of the 
eoata and who wa do bualnaaa with, and kaap 
tha C3A inforaad. (Ltd leglatar, DC3LOO, DA, 
awora taatlaoay, 26 Daa 66) (EXHIBIT B-A) 


16 JAR 16 (S> VCSA told COL HoDonald, THO, of tha 

requlreaent and of hla aotlona and dlraotad a 
MfR ba written. VCSA alao Inforaad CSA of 
tha requlreaent and hla aotlona, and Inforaad 
HO Powell that ha "had turned on tha awltoh.” 
(OKI Thwraaa, VCSA, awora taatlaoay, 31 Oao 
•6 and THO HPI, Varaiag Ordar, It Jaa 16) 
(EXHIBITS 1-2 and AE) 


It JAM 66 (S) The VCSA waa verbally taakad by HO Powell, 

OSO, to provide TOV alaallaa to tha ouatoaer. 
DCSLOO taakad verbally by VCSA to ba prepared 
to provide aupport. Quantity raqueatedi 
• bout A000 baalo TOVa. (DALO-SHS-LA HPR (3), 
aubjeett Projeot SNOVBALLt Chronology of 
Eventa (U>, 9 Oao 66) Uttaohed aa EXHIBIT 
P-2) 


16 JAM 86 (S) KAJ Slapaon taakad to oontact HICOH and aak 

for aaaaaaaant of Aray ability to aupport tha 
abort auapenae requlreaent for baalo TOVa. 

HAJ Slapaon oontaotad COL llnooln at HICOH 
(PH-TOV) to raquaat aaalatanoa. (DALO-SHS-LA 
HPI (S), aubjeott Projeot SNOVBALLt 
Chronology of Eventa, 9 Deo 86) (EXHIBIT P- 
2 ) 


It JAR tt (•) LTO Reglater oalled HAJ Slapaon Into hla 

offloe and told hla tha raqulroaant and told 
to oall COL Llnooln, PM TOV, with tha 
requlreaent. Ha alao dlaouaaad how to 
doeuaant tha tranaaotloaa. (LTO taglatar, 
DCSLOO, DA, avora taatlaoay, 26 Daa tt) 
(tXHIBZT B-B) 


LTO laglstar oalled &a John Hill, ODCSLOO DA 
Loglatloa Staff Offlaar for TOV, to get tha 


mnssRD 


BID 


It JAR 66 (R) 



3CCRE? - SPEl 


’ll 


TOW worldwide asset availability and 
condition coda status, (Jobs Rill awora 
testimony, 23 Oao 96) (EXHIBIT 1-5) 


19 AAR 16 <0> 


MAX. Simpson looked up prloa of bealo TOW In 
AMOP^llldB) and passed that, with the 
requirement, to COL Llnooln, PM TOW. (HAJ 
Slmpsoa awora testimony, 19 Deo 96) (EXHIBIT 
B-9) 


19 JAB 86 (U) HAJ Simpson oalled COL Llnooln and told hli 

of requlrebent to have 1000 TOW alsailes, 
aodel BOM 71A, prepared for shipment, that 
the AMOP prloa was $3169, and that ha did not 
know the destination. (COL Ltnoola waawora 
testimony, 12 B«o 86) (EXHIBIT P-3) 


IS or 19 JAB 96 COL Llnooln oalled George Wllliaaa, Deputy PM 
(II) TOW, and Chrla Leaohaan, Chief, PM TOW 
Lofistlos, and Informed then of tha 
requirement. Also lnforaad Mr. Leaohaan of 
the prloe of $3169. (Mr. Leaohaaa awora 
teetlaony« 15 Dee 96) (EXHIBIT B-13) 


1ST 20 JAB 86 

( 3 ) 


Lt Col North toldfl 
MO Powell as the^S 
arms transfer. 
teetlaony, 20 Jaa 9 


|CIA, to oal1 
oontaot for the 
CIA* awora 
t B-32) 


2d JAR 86 (U) LTG Register oalled MG Russo, ADC3L0G, and 

told hla of project and that ha, MG Russo, 
was responsible for Its executlon.(LTG luaao 
awora teatlaoay, 13 Jo a 87) (EXHIBIT B-27) 


2CC JAB 96 (3) 


2<E JAR 86 (3) 


MG Russo told by MG Poi 
oontaot In tha CIA was 
expeot hla oall.(LT0 luaao 
13 Jon 17) (EXHIBIT B-27) 


t his point of 
__and to 
catlmoay. 


MG Russo oalled by| 
hla aotlon offioer wa 

luaao awora teatli 

8-27) 


end told hla 
Faoa. (LTO 
13 Jaa IT) (EXHIBIT 


mmm 


2 Or JAR 86 (3) 
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CIA, oallad MlJ Slapaoa and 
that tha alaailaa should ba in 
condition eeda "A” (CC A). (RAJ Slapaoa 
awora taatlaoay, 19 Oat I*> (tXHIBXT B-9) 


20 JAR 66 (S) advlaad Slapaon that a 

OuTntTT^or 1000 waa to ba dallwarad as aarly 
aa 29 Jan 66. (DAL0-3MS-LA MM (S). aubjiett 
Projaot SHOWBALLt Chronology of Evants, 9 
Oao 86) (EXHIBIT P-2) 


21 JAR 86 
1800 bra 


22 JAR 86 (S) 


MO Powall oallad CSA and gava hla axaeutlon 
ordtr for flrat shlpaant of 1000. (Oaaworn 
dlaouaaloa aitb OCR tfiokhaa, 15 Jao 67, aftar 
rafarrlag to hla alaaalflad talaphoaa log.) 


MO Rusts andl 
of TOVs at 161 
tastiaoafi 20 


11 ^^^A^^aouai 

0 Jca 87) (Exhibit B-jaj 


uaa prlca 
■awora 


22 JAR 66 (S) isad MAJ Slapaon that tha 

tlty would ba *50* (latar 
lnoraaaad to *506 o/a 25 Jan 86)j dallvary 
would ba in thraa lnoraaanta within *5 days. 
(DALO-SMS-LA MM (3), aubjaoti Projaot 
SHOWBALLt Chronology of Evants, 9 Dao 86) 
(EXHIBIT P-2) 

20-23 JAR (U) Gaorga Vllliaas lnforaad MAJ Slapson that 

aoaa of tha alaailaa wars in CC R, that It 
would raqulra tha Installation of a Misslls 
Ordnanoo Inhibit Clroult (MOXC) to put than 
into CC A, and this would oost $300 par 
alssllo. (MAJ Slapsoa awora tastiaoay, 19 
Daa 86) (EXHIBIT B-9) 


20-23 JAR 86(3) 
(Approx) 


HQ Buiso. ADC3L0G.DA, talkad wlth^H 
■■■HcIA, about tha prloa of 13*6 9 for 
tfi alsM la with tha MOIC lnatallad. IBB 
■HBHiantlooad that tha Aganoy bad 625 
■TWW^afallabla for tha alaailaa. flat or 
2nd day into aotioa told CIA $3169. Day or 
so latar raiaad to $3*69.) (LTO Rasso, awora 
taatlaoay (raaall), 27 Rta 86) 

(EXHIBIT 1-7) 


SmVT - SPECIAL 


JWCUSSIFIED 
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22 JAR 66 (S) Arrangeaents for arrival of aircraft to 

raoalva first ahlpaent of 1000 aiaallta 
discussed with CIA. (DAL0-SM3-LA MM (3), 
. subject: Project SNOWBALL: Chronology of 

Events, 9 Dao 66) (EXHIBIT P-2) 


o/a 23 JAN 66 MAJ Slapsoa dlsoussed pricing with COL 

<») Lincoln and Nr. VUliaaa. Tha prlea of 63169 
for tha basic TOW OSH IS 10-00-067-1521 ) was 
dataralnad to ba aoourata. (DAL0-SH3-LA HFR 
(3), aubjaett Projcot SMOWBALLt Chronology 
of Events, 9 Dao 66) (EXHIBIT P-2) 


26 Jaa 66 (S) 

5 F.N. 


CXA aaatlng to plan transfara of TOW alssllai 
o tha CXA. Naatlng varlflad 
froa hla calendar. Ha also 
iallar ocourrad on 17 Jan 
swora taatlaoay, 20 Jaa 87) 



26 JAR 66 (U) Airoraft aent froa Redstone Araanal to Ft 

Caapbell to plok up aircraft oargo nata. 
(3NX Fora Latter 1000-1, slgaad by Nr. John 
Finafrook, Aot Dir, Nat Ngt Dir, Nlaaile 
Loglatiaa Caatar, undated) (EXHIBIT P-A) 


o/a 25 JAN 66 NG Ruaao advised by MG Powell and separately 

(U) by Nr. Toa Taylor, Office of tha Aray General 

Counsel (OSAGC), that this aotlon was 
governed by tha Eeonoay Act. (DAL0-SM3-LA 
NFR (3), subjeoti Project SNOWBALL: 
Chronology of Events, 9 Dec 86) (EXHIBIT P- 
2) 


o/a 25 JAM 66 Requested quantity of aiaallas increased to 

(3) 6506. (DALC-3NS-LA NFR (3), subjeot: 

Project SNOWBALL: Chronology of Events, 9 
Dao 66)(EXHIBIT P-2) 


HO Russo lnforae* 


that tha prloa 


of tbo TOWs was BilSy 6186. Ihe CIA 

use 66000 as a planning figure, 
lawora taatlaoay, 20 Jy 67) 


^flfhibfPPll 




27 JAR 66 (3) 
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27 Jit 86 (B) Phono call from HO Burbulaa, Cdr, HICOH, to 

NQ luno, ADC SLOG, DA, to attaapt to |«t 
prloo lnortaaad. (LTO Ruaao awora taatlaoay, 
tj das 17 and ADC3LOO talapboaa log) 
(EXHIBITS P-23 and B-27) 


>LT 27 JAB 16 Haatlng batwaan MICOM TOV Itaa Kanagar (HR. 

(0) John Coward) and PH TOV (Hr. Vllllaaa, Hr. 
Laaohaan, and Hr. Parry Hlohaala). Itaa 
Hanagar told to ba praparad to ahlp 4500 TOV 
alaallaa whan ordarad. Zneludad would ba 
2000 baa la TOVa with HOIC (H3N 1512) and 2500 
aitandad ranga baaio TOVa (MSB 2507). (Hr. 
John Coward awora taatlaoay, 29 Bao 36) 
(EXHIBIT B-21) 


27 JAN 36 (3) 


HAJ Slapson oontaotad by PH TOV (Hr. 
Vllllaaa) on projact and naad to put In 
oonditlon ooda A. Coat of HOIC aatabllshad 
by PH TOV aa 1300. Coat par alaalla 
1noraaaad to 13469) naad ror 
(4503 a $300) dlsouaaad with 
(DALO-SHS-LA HFI (3), subjoo 
SNOWBALL) Chronology of Evanta, 9 Dao 36) 
(EXHIBIT- P-2) 



da 


NLT 23 JAI 36 PH TOV (probably Hr. Laaohaan) oallad TOV 

(U) Itaa Hanagar and told hla to prooaaa 

doounanta to ahlp 1000 TOVa with HOIC, N3N 
1512. Itaa Hanagar draftad DR3HI-3 Pora 496. 
Raquaat for Supply Aotlor, tailing Annlaton 
Aray Dapot (AVAD) to ahip thaaa alaallaa to 
Raatona Araanal (R5A). (EXHIBIT P-5) Prloa 
of $3435 on fora obtalnad froa AHDP. (Hr. 
John Coward awora taatlaoay, 29 Paa 86) 
(EXHIBIT B-21) 


28 JAI 36 (0) DR3HI-S Pora 496 approvad by Hr. Plnafrook 

and aatarlal ralaaaa ordar (HIO) oallad to 
ANAD (Ha Or iffla) by Hr. Coward. (Nr. Joba 
Coward awora taatlaoay, 29 Paa 86, and ANAD 
A5A aard, datad 5 p.a. 1/28) (EXHIBITS B-21 
and P-6) 


29 JAI 86 


( 0 ) 

-3IIIP1 


-UNCLASSIFIED 
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30 J8I 14 

30 Jll $0 

H ai to 

30 Jil 86 

30 JAN 14 

31 381 88 

31 JAN- 
12 FEB 86 


... -WUSSIBED * * 

1000 baalo TOWa with HOIC.aodel IGM 71A2, N3N 
iaiO-Ol-139-1512, ara ahlppcd to R3A froa 
ANAO on aeven ANAO truck* and algncd for by 
Nr. Laaohaan. (DO Foraa 13*8-18, 0OD Slagle 
Liao Itoa loloeao/lcceipt Doeaaoat, dated 29 
3aa 86, aad 80S8M Fora 320, Aaauaitloa Work 
Project) (EXHIBIT P-7 and P-8) 


(0) DALO-ZB aoaaago, dtg 301521XJ8886 oortifiod 
816,000 for Jaowball. (EXHIBIT P-9) 


<B) PN TOW (Hr. Alkenberg) direct* ARAB to begin 
preparation* to reaova warheada froa 1000 I 
TOWa and replace then with baaie TOW 
warheada. When aaked, ha atated that 
eonditioa code of aiaailea could be either A 
or N. Quantity waa latar iaereaaed te 2900. 
(Nr. Charloe Tewae aad Nr. Billy Friee, ARAB, 
waawora teatlaealea, 11 Dee 86) (EXHIBIT 0) 


(0) AKCPN-TO aeaaage,, dtg 301999XJ88 86 dftreeta 

TOW work to begfta 3 Feb 86, worklag two 18- 
kowr ahlfte aatil the work la doae. 

(EXHIBIT P-10) 


(0) BNCPN-TO-R lettor to ABAB direota warhead 
replaeeaeat he charged to ROIC prograa fua 

(EXHIBIT P-11) 


(3) HAJ Slaptea advlaed|_ 

depot work wea required 
TOW I would he aeeeptahle. __ 
replied that the regwlreaeat 
waa fIra. (BAL0-3H8-LA HFI (3), awbjeeti 
Project SNOWBALLr Chronology of Evcata, 9 
Oec 86) (EXHIBIT P-2) 



(B) ARAD wrote SOP to change 1020 warheada. 

(BD8AI Fora 380-1, Aaauaitloa Work Frojeot, 
Coaveraloa of TOW Nleaile, 31 Jan 86) 
(EXHIBIT P-12) 


CIA continued to delay departure of aiaailea 
(9). froa R3A on a day-by-day baala.JDJL0-5M3-LA 

SPECIAL 

7 
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? 2; s 


MFI (5), subjectl Project SNOWBALLt 
Chronology of Events, 9 Doe S6) (CZHXBIT P- 
2 ) 


S MB |( (0) Personnel froa PH TOW and Hughaa Aircraft 

(HAG) vlalt ANAD to review procedures for 
warhead exchange. Warhead exchange began. 
(Nr. Charles Towae and Nr. Billy Price. ANAD, 
uaawora teatlaoalcs,. 11 #ee IS) (EXHIBIT 0) 


3 PCB 86 (S) 


HAJ 

(Hu 


Slapeoa and 



visit ISA. 


11 PEB 86 (S) CIA asked DALO-SHS-LA te be prcpafed te 

173# bra execute Phase X (shlpaeat of 1000 rounds) at 

1200 hre, 13 Feb 86 r by air. (DALO-SNS-LA 
NFI (3), subJeeti Project SNOWBALL* 
Chronology of Events, 9 Bee 86) (EXHIBIT P- 
2 ) 


12 FIB 86 (S) 

1500 hra 


CXA laforaed BALO-3N3-LA that NAG airlift not 
available ea 13-IN Fee as requested^^XA 

urfaee tefl^Hft 
(DlTa-SHS- 
Jejm^ WBALLt 
Chronology of Events, 9 Deo (EXHIBIT P- 

2) 


13 PEB 86 (S) CXA letter (8) te DCSLOO certified 

availability of 81.515 allllea fer Initial 
phase ef leeetall. (EXHIBIT P-13) 


1] PEB 8# («) Ns. Crawford, 8A«C, aeae fer SecAray, 

subJeeti Support te Intelligence Operations, 
laforaed SecAray that Xatelllgenea 
Authorisation Act of FT 86 required reporting 
to Congresaleaal Intelligence Oversight 
Coaaltteea of the transfer of defense 
artlolea or aervloaa exceeding one atlllon 
dollars. Hs. Crawford stated verbally to HG 
luaao that when Aray supports another.agency, 
they, not Aray, aust advlae Congresa aa 
required by law. (NO lasso note ea Crawford 
aeao) (EXHIBIT T) 


13 PEB 86 


(S) 
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13 FIB 66 


13 FIB 66 


24 FEB 66 


23 MB 16 


3 Nil 16 



J 92l 6 


1000 TOW alssilfi, BOB T1A2, NSN 1410-01-139- 
1512, signadfo^6j^1A^JlApson, ODC3L00,DA, 

• no then Cli. 

reflects unl^prTe^^^Tr»o9* <D® *®r« 1348- 
16, do«ui«it suiter WT4PFB 6044 C001 (S)) 
(EXHIBIT I) 


(S) Ph«*# I (1000 basio 


WBALLs Chronology of 
XH IB IT P-2 ) 


(U) DAL0-3HS-LA asg to NIC0M revised 30 Jan asg. 

Funds available now to NICOH equals $4241 for 
anolllary support. (DAL0-3KS-LA HFR (S), 
aubjaott Projoot SNOWBALL! Chronology of 
Evanta, 9 Dao 66) (EXHIBIT P-2) 


(S) Ha Crawford, HO Ruaao, HO Sutar, BO Cavetxa, 

and COL HoDoaald aat with tha Saoratary of 
tha Aray. HQ luaao ralatad tha Amy's 
action# to data to tha Sacrotary. Ha 
Crawford expressed conoarn that thara was an 
offllna raquaat with no doouaantation for 
Aray equipment and that tha Aray did not know 
whara tha equipment was daatlnad. 
Additionally, tha raaponalb11 tty for 
Congrasalonal notification was addraaaad and 
tha Oanaral Counsel stated that tha receiving 
aganoy had tha requireaent to notify 
Congrasa. Tha Saoratary suggested that HG 
Russo prepare a aaaorandua raoordlng tha 
•otlona takas to data and that tha Offloa of 
tha Saoratary of Dafanaa should be notified 
of tha Secretary's oonoarn stout 
Congresslonal notification. (DALO-SHS-LA NFR 
(3), aubjaoti Project SNOWBALL! Chronology 
of Evanta, 9 Dao 66) (EXHIBIT P-2) 




Arsenal 
(DA 
SNO 

Evanta, 9. Dae 86) (E 



(3) ADCSLOO prepared HFR on Support for 

Intelligence Activities. (DALO-XB HF1, 
aubjaoti Supper* f«r Iatalllganaa 
Aatlvltlas) (EXHIBIT Z) 


UNGUSSIP 
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ADCSLOO dlaouaaed aotlon and General Counaal 
legal opinion about Coagreaalonal 
notlfioatlon with NO Powell (OSD). HO Powell 
paaaed aeao froa Aray about Congreaeional 
notifloation to VADM Poindexter, ISC. Ho 
"know at that tlao that proper, 
legal... authoritloa had adviaed ISC ataff and 
they adviaad ua that tho laauo of tho 
notifloation waa being takan oaro of In a way 
that waa propor and legal." NO Powell askod 
NO Ruaao to aaaura tho SooAray that tho 
motiving agonoy waa fully awara of Ita 
reporting requirement. (LTO Powell awora 
teatlaoay, 22 Dot 86, and DALO-SNS-LA NPI 
(S), awbjooti Project SIOVIALLt Chronology 
of tveata, 9 Don 66) (EXHIBIT 8-1 and P-2) 


5 MAI 66 (U) ANAD Informed PH TOW that total ooat for 

replaoeaent of TOW warheada waa 6377.633. 

(AlADaag dtg 0S1539ZNAI86, auhjoot Operation 
Snowball) (EXHIBIT P-16) 


29 APt 66 (0) NICON aag 291600ZAPI66 atated ooat laaurrotf 

by NICON far Snowball waa 63,669,000 far 1000 
■iaailaa aad 6393,611 for other aaaooiated 
ooats. (EXHIBIT P-15) 


16 NAT 86 (S) DALO-SNS-LA alerted PN TOW to prepare for 

ahlpnent of additional 508 alaalleo. (DALO- 
SNS-LA NPI (S). aubjeoti Projeot SNOWBALL! 
Chronology of Eventa. 9 Deo 86) (EXHIBIT P- 
2 ) 


16 NAT 66 (S) CIA oertlfied availability of $1,762,252 for 

506 alaallea and 6208,152 for ancillary 
ooata. (CIA letter (S), 601088, aubjeoti 
Traaafor of Punda (Projeot Snowball) (0), 
dated 16 Nay 66) (EXHIBIT P-16) 

16 NAT 66 (0) NIO tailed froa NT*0N to AIAD to ably 506 CC 

■ TOVa, flbl 161C-01-139-1512, froa AIAD to 
ISA. (DI8NI-S Para 696) (EXHIBIT P-17) 


19 NAT 86 (0) 508 TOW alaallea, aodel 71A2, ISI 1410-01- 

139-1512, were ahlppod froa AIAD to ISA and 

SB IIQUIIID 
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19 NAT 


21 NAT 


NAT 26 


AUC 66 


26 AUG 


AU3 66 


SEP 66 


d 


Mussm 


SI REQUIRED 


signad for by Nr. Gaorgo Colliar, PH TOW. 
Tha aiasllas wars then signad for by LTC 
Larry Arabrlght, DALO-SHS-LA. (DO 1JU-1A 
19 Apr 66) (EXHIBIT P-16 and I) 


92/8 


<6 (5) 


$06 TOM gi«|ii|| wart ahlppad froa Radstona 
trnnilMH (DALO-SHS-LA HP I (S>, 
subJaoti^^rrojaot SNOWBALL! Chronology of 
Evants, 9 Doo 86) (EXHIBIT P-2) 


86 (S) LTC ArabMght tranafsrrod foraal 

illty for $08 alsatloa to 
CIA) at Langlty, TA. (DD 
auabar W7APVB 6139 C002 (J 
raflaotad data of 19 Nay) (DALO-SHS-LA HPR 
(S), aubjaoti Projaot SNOWBALL! Chronology 
of Evanta, 9 Dae 86) (EXHIBITS N and P-2) 




(S) 


5Q^Oj^iaaU< 


as ahlppad to laraol by CIA. 
r CM, awora taatlaoay, T Jan 67) 


(S) 


CIA notion offloar 


raquastad infor aatlJI^^Tfl^nWonrsond 
quantitlaa of rounds aodlfiod. PN TOW 
contaotad. (DALO-SHS-LA HFB (3), SUBJECT! 
PROJECT SNOWBALL! CHROKOLOGT OP EVENTS, 9 
DEC 66) (EXHIBIT P-2) 


86 (S) 


Prloa of $00 Mlsallaa provldad tol 
(DALO-SHS-LA HPR (S), SUBJECT! P20J-,- 
SNOWBALLl CHRONOLOGT OP EVENTS, 9 DEC 66) 
(EXHIBIT P-2) 


(S) 


Info on lot nuabars provldad to 
(DALO-SHS-LA HPR (S), SUBJECT! 
SNOWBALL! CHRONOLOGT OP EVENTS 
(EXHIBIT P-2) 



, 9 DEC 86) 


(S) CIA alartad DALO-SHS-LA of ponding raguast 
for ralaaaa of 500 alsallos. (DALO-SHS-LA 
HPR (3), SUBJECT! PROJECT SNOWBALL! 
CHRONOLOGT OP EVENTS, 9 DEC 86) (EXHIBIT P- 
2 > 



REQUIRED 
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........ 


SEP-OCT 86 (S) Strict of "htada-up" fr 

ahlpatnt dtolaloa vat ptn^^P^^ICo-SNS-LA 
HPR (3), SU8 JCCT l PROJECT SNOWBALL* 
CHRONOLOGY 0F EVENTS, 9 DEC 86) (EXHIBIT P- 
2 ) 


OCT 86 (S) Xarral ahlpa 500 alaallta to Iran to 

aa Aatrloaa hold hoata|t. 
CIA, awora ttatiaoay, T Jaa If 
(EXHIBIT 8-22) 


20 OCT 86 (S) CIA aotlfltd DAL0-3M3-LA that dtolaloa to 

rtotlvt 500 alaallta had btta aadt. Monty 
would bt fortbooala|i they waat ntwtat 
alaallta (laat two lot auabtra). (DAL0-3NS- 
LA MTR (3), SOBJECTi PROJECT SNOWBALL* 
CHRONOLOGY OP EVENTS, 9 DEC 86) (EXHIBIT P- 
2 ) 


21 OCT 86 (S) CIA raquaattd that a raprtatntatlvt froa 

0AL0-SM3-LA bt prcacat to laapaot tad alga 
for alaallta at Rtdatoat. (DALO-3M3-LA MPA 
(S), SUBJECT* PROJECT SNOWBALL* CHRONOLOGY 
OP EVENTS, 9 DEC 86) (EXHIBIT P-2) 


21 OCT 86 (S) LTC Arabrlght att with LTG luaao to dlaeuaa 

SNOWBALL* att with BG Ctvtsxa (OSA) and 
provided hla ooplta of Ma Crawford'a 13 F«b 
atao tad LTG luaao'a 25 MFI. (DALO-3H3-LA 
MPR (S), SUBJECT* PROJECT SNOWBALL* 
CHRONOLOGY OP EVENTS, 9 DEC 86) (EXHIBIT P- 
2 ) 


28 OCT 86 (S) 


Iadvlatd DALO-3M3-LA that ahlpatnt 
nut III waa btlng dataralaad. Ht 
will ohtok oa tranaportatIon. COL Llaeoln 
(TOW PH) alartad. (DAL0-SHS-LA MPR (S), 
SUBJECT* PROJECT SNOWBALL* CHRONOLOGY OP 
EVENTS, 9 DEC 86) (EXHIBIT P-2) 


29-30 OCT 86(U) Diaouaaad funding aotlona (rtftrtnot 04MA 

fuada for preourtatnt) with Nr Ba$by (COA) 
tad Nr Gratablat (U3APAC) • Proptr Vordlng 


\wmm 
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29 OCT 26 


30 OCT 66 


30 OCT 6* 


30 OCT 86 


31 OCT 86 


3 80T 86 


3 IOT 86 


UNUaSIM.. . , 

provldodt thoy will support la tho ovont of 
probloaa, (DA10-3H3-IA HFi (5), SUBJECT* 

PIOJtCT 3N0VBAl.il CHIONOIOOT OF EVENTS, 9 
DEC 16) (IXHIIIT P-2) ~ 


(6) that ahlpaont dots bo 

. _ ^alartod, (DAL0-3H3-LA HFR (3), 

SUB JtCT l MOJICT SNOWBALL I CHRONOLOGY Of 
EVENTS, 9 DCC 36) (EXHIBIT P-2) 


(3) Dollvory -dot* changed to aor a^^o^^Nov, 

than to aftaroooa Nov byHmUHUH ph 

aotlfladi oaa avipport. (DALO^^W^C!^flP(S), 
SUBJECTi PROJECT SNOWBALL* CHIONOIOOT OF 
EVENTS, 9 DEC 36) (EXHIBIT P-2> 


(3) CIA lottor oortlfflag $1,736,500. for 

alaa&los aad $8,100. far aaolllary ooat 
provtdod to DA10-3NS-LA. (EXHIBIT P-19) 


(U) PH TOV dtrootad AIAD throufh tho HICOH TOW 
Itoa Hanagtr to ship 500 TOVa to lodatono 
Araaaal, to arrive BUT 1*00 hours 3 *ov 36. 
(Hr. Joha Coward, TOW Xtaa Haaagor, HICOH, 
swora testimony, 29 Boo $6, aad DI3H1-3 Fora 
696, 3 lor 86) (EXHIBIT 8-21 and P-20) 


(C) DALO-SN3-LA aag to NICOR dirootod FH TOV to 

skip 900 aiaalloa oa 3 Nov aad ^trtlflod 
availability of fuads for that purpoao. 
(EXHIBIT F-21) 


(0) 900 TOV aiaalloa, aodol BGH TUI, 131 1610. 

01-007*2507, ahlppod froa AIAD to lodatono 
Araoaal oa doouaoat aaabor V310I 6303 D001. 
(EXHIBIT F*22) 


(3) 900 TOV aiaalloa, aodol BON 71A1, 131 1610- 

01-007-2507, aoeoptod 
Arabrlght, and by tho 
(DD 1368-1 A, doouaoat 
C003) (EXHIBIT N) 



(3) 


UNttASSp. 


IEQ0IIEB 


3 MOV 66 
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MIHaSSIBEil ........ J 5 

Phase III (500 alssiles) shipped fro* 
ledsto a# Arsenal to C33A. LTC Arabrlght att 
and discussed fintnoltl proitdurts with COL 
Lincoln (PH, 70S), Nr. leaehaia (DPN, TOW), 
•nd Nr Sill lentlep (Ch, Prograa Ngat 
Of Plot) . (DALO-3N3-IA NPI (9), SUIJCCTi 
PROJECT SNOWlALLl CHIOROLOOT OP EVERTS, 9 
DEC 86} (EIHXIIT P-2) 


SOT 16 


(9) 


$00 TOV slMllti shipped bp CIA 
repleoe $00 alsilles 
Zrea 1a OOtober 86. 
teetlaonp* 7 Jea 67) 


1 


to Itreel to 
eel to 
CIA, sworn 
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Exhibit CWW-56 



1 8 SIP T963 

w 22938 


ju<lgo Milllaa P. Clark, Jr. 

Aaaiatant to tha Proaldent 

fox National Security Affairs 
Ground rioor 
vmlto HOUBO 

Doar Billi 

During ay racantly coapleted trip to Control Aaexlca 
ono of your staff aoabora, Kajor Ollio North, accoapaniad 
mo. Too aro fortunato to have a aan of Ollio'a callbor. 

I found hla inforaod, Insightful, and decisive on tha 
isauoa and wall roapoctod In tha ration by O.S. and 
Central American officials. 

This nota la by way of expressing to you ay appre¬ 
ci ation fox Oll io'a contribution to a aoat auccoaoful 
visit. 


Sincerely, 



^daciTad/K»!u» 03 13&L 

wd* prartflon U EQl 12® 

Ef 8. teaocsJ Ut at** COCtf 
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UNtmitll StNSIIIVt 

The following are provided in response to tha questions provided. 

1. Q* WHAT TYPE WEAPONS WERE TRANSFERRED? 

At The DOD transferred the following ltensi 
Basic TOW Missiles. 

Repair parts for the'Hawk surface-to-air Missile system. 

2. Qt NUMBERS OF WEAPONS TRANSFERRED? 

At 4509 TOW aissiles were requested - 200R have been transferred, 
the remainder are on hold at an Amy facility. 

218 lines of Hawk system repair parts. 

3. Qi WHERE DID THESE WEAPONS COME FROM? 

At Amy Materiel Command, Defense Loqistic Aqency, and Tinker AFB. 

4. Qt WHEN WERE TRANSFERS MADE? 

At The Materiel was transferred on the following datest 
13 Feb 86 - TOW Missiles (1000 each) 

16-23 May 86 - Hawk systee repair parts 
19 May 86 - TOW Missiles (508 each) 

3 Nov 86 - TOW Missiles (500 each) 

5. Qt HOW WERE THEY PAID FOR? 

At DOD was provided separate letters certlfing the availability 
of funds for each action. Funds were provided to cover the 
cost of the Materiel, PCiH (packing, cratinq 4 handlinq), 

CONUS transportation, plus any other administrative costs 
Incurred in support of th^ request. The supplier is reim¬ 
bursed by DOD and DOD in turn is reimbursed with US Treasury 
checks. To date, only the first two TOW shipments have 


completed this financial cycle. 

rlially Dec Ossified/Released 

'wis of E.O. msi * 

*• • : -- r iK Crincll 


umnanED 




19 NOV 1986 

/900HAM 
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MEMORANDUM fOR THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OR DEFENSE (LA) 


SUBJECTt Transfer of Weapon* to Irani Request by Bouse Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence (BPSCI) for 
Information 


On IS November 1986 Z met with Tom Latimer and Duane Andrews, 
Staff Director and PSM of the BPSCI respectively, concerning 
their Committee's Inquiry into the U.S. Government transfer of 
weapons to Iran. Hr. Armitage, ASD(XSA), is currently scheduled 
to appear before the Comadttee on 21 November to brief the 
■embers on DoD involvement with the weapons transfer. . 

Mr. Andrews requested that those staff personnel within DoD who 
have detailed knowledge of the transfer meet with him on the 
morning of 19 November to provide advance answers to the 
following questions. 

1. What type weapons were transferred? 

2. Numbers of weapons transferred? 

3. Where did these weapons come froa? 

A. When were transfers made? 

5. Bow were they paid for? 


6. What records reflect this paymont? 

7. How were transfers accomplished? 

8. Were DoD assets used to transport the weapons? 

Was^^mm^System to arrange 

10. Any other related questions designed to determine the 
extent of DoO Involvement. 



The answers to these questions are to be incorporated into a 
staff paper which will be provided to the Committee members 
before Hr. Armitage appears before the HPSCI. 
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. 0« WHAT RECORDS REFLECT THESE PAYMENTS? 

At The standard billing document raflacts tha coata Involved, and 
coplaa of tha U.S. Treasury checks show that payment hae been 
completed. A Hating of funda obligate , funda disbursed, and 
tranamlttal lattara on billlnga/raimburaaiianta for transac- 
tiona procaaaad are maintained. 

7. Qt HOW WERE TRANSFERS ACCOMPLISHED? 

At After receiving direction to provide the requested material 
and receipt of the fund certification letter, the aource of 
aupply was directed by electronic meaaage to ahip the materiel 
to a designated CONUS location. 


The TOW a were shipped from Anniaton Army Depot to Redstone 
Arsenal, AL by U.S. Army vehicles. The items were then 
shipped 

carrler,^^^^^^^^|^|^^mm^ using 
Government Bill of Lading. 

The Hawk system repair parts were transferred to Kelly AFB, TX 
by various modes of transportation, including overniqht 
express mail and ^commercial surface carriers using Government 
Bills of Lading. Fr om Kelly the mat eriel was picked up bv 

8. Ql WERE DOD ASSETS USED TO TRANSPORT THE WEAPONS? 

At Yes. From Anniaton to Redstone. 

9. Qt WASJHm||||||||^H^SYSTEM USED TO ARRANGE TRANSFER? 

At In reference to the actual transfer of the items inquettlon, 
Army^^trocedurer were not followed, however thej 


System waa used. 


MM 


19 NOV 1986 

t$09 HAt 

201794 
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TAB A -- Equipment Quantities and Costs and Status of Shipments 
(Parts List Attached) 

TAB B — Certification of Reimbursement Punds 

TAB C -- Transfer Receipts 

TAB 0 — Readiness Impact Statement 

TAB E -- Equipment Weight and Volume 


•rtiilly Declassilied/.fefiiwsed 

r^er provicionS of E-Q* 12356 
,,, . ;c?: . r , national Security Council 



2 0 NOV .wf 
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Mfifil 


M* W 
Uiiv.4 


f ^r»?n 


1ED 



t- 
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Jan 86 
9 Apr 86 


TOW Missile 


Repair parts for 
Hawk missile systei 


4509 

234 line 


ITEMS SHIPPED 


DATE 

13 Feb 86 
19 May 86 
3 Nov 86 
6-23 May 86 


tow sissiles 


AN/MP046 Radars 


ITEM 

TOW Missile 

TOW Missile 

TOW Missile 

Repair parts for 
Hawk Missile system 


QTY 

1000 

508 

500 

218 Line Items* 2 


Hardware* 
S3.469.000.00 
$1,762,252.00 
$1,734,500.00 
$4,182,923.42 


ITEMS ON HOLD 


•Missile Modification 0 * 
billed w/19 May invoice. 

Hardware related costs $ 8,675.969.00| 

Operational check and test 
(Work already completed) 

Hardware related costa $12,777,600.00) 


(1) Transportation costs to CONUS depot, a standard 3 1/2 % for P< 

(2) Difference due to non-availability of certain line itess. 

(3) A Missile Ordnance Inhibit Circuit, a -afety Modification was 
quantity of 4509. 

(4) Funds certified available. 






T'otaT 


$4ft,000.00 $3,515,000.00 

^248.152.00* $?,010,4t>4.00 

S8.100.00 $1,742,600.00 

fcl54.502.82 S4,337,426.24 


DOLLAR VALUE 


S303.658.91 $ 8,979,627.91 

S 24,000.00 $ 24,000.00° 

$458,940.00 $13,736,540.00 

,H, plus auards and TDY costs. 
|added for total aooroved 

2 0 NOV i 


. .vss fied/.faUN mJ . c< ^ '7 
itr prcvfsiotfl EA> 

■lejtr, nationalS«W i' 
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CIRC BOARD WAVE 

1430009257366 

CONTROL BRIDGE HOSE 

1430011153327 

CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 

1430004916945 

ELECTRONIC COMPONENT 

1430004812779 

ELECTRONIC COMPONENT 

1430008750740 

CONTROL POWER SUPPLY 

1430004804461 

CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 

1430014082496 

AMP, ELEC, TRIPPLE 

1430004916943 

SPRING, SPIRAL 

5360009373080 

RESISTOR, FIXED 

1430009174610 

AMP, MODULATOR 

1430011678000 

ELECTRON TUBE 

5960011670763 

SIMULATOR, CONTROL 

1430001558288 

AMP, INTERMEDIATE 

1430008750838 

CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 

1430004848562 

CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 

1430004805642 

FAN CENTRIFUGAL 

4140008759846 

FAN, CIRCULATING 

4140004634276 

TRANSFORMER ASSY 

6120004812766 

DUMMY LOAD, ELEC 

1430009270651 

COOLER UNIT, LIQUID 

1430008887169 

TANK SECTION, FLUID 

1430002287848 

HOSE ASSY, NONMETAL 

4720000832753 

HOSE ASSY, NONMETAL 

4720000832752 

FILTER, FLUID 

1430000205562 

SWITCH, DELAY LINE 

143000920.6734 

iiv ; f ■ vwsrn 


QTY 



o 



01 98 


1 0 
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CONTROL PROE 

1430009)34162 

AMPLIFIER DOPPLER 

1430010367228 

SIMULATOR, STATION 

1430004848559 

ELEC COMPONENT ASSY 

1430002385627 

DRIVE 4 SYCHRO ASSY 

1430009408603 

MOTOR TACHO 

1430009677029 

CABLE ASSY, POWER 

1430000192970 

CABLE CONNECT BOX 

1430008287136 

HOSE ASSY, NONMETAL 

4720000118511 

DETECTOR FLOW RATE 

1430009567140 

POWER SUPPLY 

1430010789648 

TRACKER SPEEDGATE 

1430010741615 

CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 

1430004916951 

CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 

1430009004422 

CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 

1430004082496 

CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 

1430004916950 

FILTER BANDPASS 

5915004913475 

WASHER KIT 

6720010182144 

ELECTRONIC COMPONENT 

1430007345346 

TRANSMISSION CONTROL 

1430001356650 

CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 

1430004511092 

CONTROL, RANGE, ANT 

1430009798827 

ELECTRONIC COMPONENT 

1430004308964 

AMP, ELECTRONIC 

1430009116625 

CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 

1430004916886 

POWER SUPPLY 

1430002909100 

CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 

1430004916889 

I!V1' r 







W'. 

CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 
CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 
CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 
INDICATOR ASSY 
AMP I.F. 

DELAY LINE 

ELECTRONIC COMPONENT 
ELECTRO MECHANICAL 
AMP ELECTRO CONTROL 
CAVITY TUNE 
DRIVE ASSY 
CONTROL OSC 
PARTS KIT 
SEAL WAVE GUIDE 
PUMP 

MOTOR AMP PUMP 
MOUDLATOR SUB ASSY 
POWER SUPPLY 
COOLER LIQUID, ELEC 
BLOWER 

CONTROL POWER SUPPLY 
PLUG DISCONNECT 
SEAL RING 
REPAIR KIT 
WIRING HARNESS 
REPAIR KIT, PUMP 


1430002303654 

1430002303653 

1430002303652 

1430009747846 

1430005031852 

5840006793939 

1430010212423 

1430000271984 

1430007881198 

1430007882949 

1430005606963 

1430007890834 

1430010679012 

5985010255013 

1430009101565 

1430000564746 

1430010709935 

1430001962725 

1430010872449 

1430000564747 

1430006478471 

1430000564721 

1430000564772 

1430004211664 

1430009253837 

1430000100355 

1430009105332 


SWITCH ASSY 
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1430^0^ ii if 
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HORN WAVE GUIDE " 

ELECTRONIC COMPONENT 

1430004072705 

ELECTRONIC COMPONENT 

1430004072744 

CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 

1440000011267 

ELECTRONIC COMPONENT 

1440004511054 

VOLTAGE POWER SUPPLY 

1430007869169 

STALO OCILLATOR 

5955007882955 

STABLIZER 

1430G10648015 

PEDESTAL ANTENNA 

1430010146419 

CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 

1430004035777 

CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 

1430004035787 

CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 

1430004035178 

PUMP VALVE 

1430009105323 

VALVE, REGULATOR 

1430009105319 

ELECTRONIC - TUBE 

5960007679048 

'RING PISTON 

1440006468341 

ARM DRIVE 

1440008156580 

CONTACT ASSY EL 

5999003504073 

AMP ELE CONTROL 

1440010721063 

SYNCHRO, CONTROL 

5990009222449 

SYNCHRO, CONTROL 

1430004R81091 

INSTRUMENT ASSY 

1440004812815 

VALVE FLOW REG. 

4820007903387 

COLLER ASSY, HYD 

1440007457645 

COLLER ASSY, HYD 

1440007457645 

VALVE REG PRESSURE 

4820006771192 

CONTROL UNIT, TEMP 

1440004812805 





VALVE HYDRALIC 4820008863047 


VALVE SOLENOID 
PUMP PISTON 
SERVO MECHANISM 
SERVO MECHANISM 
STUD RETAINING 
BATTERY NON RE CHARGE 
AMP - ELECTRIC 
TRANSDUCTER ASSY 
CABLE ASSY 
OSCILLATOR 
ISO MODULATOR 
CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 
CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 
CIRCUIT CARD ASSY 
TEST SET, RADAR 
MICROWAVE 
CONVERTOR FREQ 
WAVE GUIDE ASSY 
CAVITY, TUNED 
ATTENUATOR VAR 
WIRING HARNESS 


4810008863044| 

4320001769995 

1265008905129 

1440000559905 

1440003160179 

6135002744035 

1440006574739 

6625007775183 

1440010122810 

5955007861173 

1430004823820 

1430004916917 

1430004097991 

1430004072692 

4935004084749 

4935004076980 

1430002562995 

1430007295599 

1430004076954 

5985004720813 

5995010530898 


SEMI CONDUCTOR DEVICE 5961010223623 
SEMI CONDUCTOR DEVICE 5961010223623 
SEMI CONDUCTOR DEVICE 5961010229294 
CRYSTAL MIXER 5985004939151 
FILTER SIDE BAND 1430002562989 
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HOSE, PREFORMED 

4720008887166 

HOSE ASSY, NONMETXL 

4720000832754 

COUPL, HALF, OUICK 

4730008831687 

VALVE INDICATOR 

1430008750845 

BRUSH 

5977000501479 

WAVE GUIDE, ASSY 

1430008027540 

RELAY ROTARY 

5945004004668 

ELECTRON - TUBE 

5960005834109 

FILTER, FAN SUPPORT 

5915009182905 

MOTOR D.C. 

6105006608724 

COUNTER BALANCE 

3460009796870 

SYNCHRO, TRANSMIT 

5990008828950 

BRUSH, ELECTRIC 

5977008764052 

HOSE ASSY, NONMETAL 

4720000559197 

COUPL, HALF, QUICK 

4730008831687 

HOSE ASSY, NONMETAL 

4720000559196 

COUPL, HALF, QUICK 

4730000765866 

HOSE ASSY, NONMETAL 

4720009130814 

HOSE ASSY, NONMETAL 

4720000658641 

HOSE ASSY, NONMETAL 

4720000559194 

DIODE HOLDER 

5961008759838 

WAVE GUIDE ASSY 

1430009216009 

SYNCHRO CONTROL 

5990008121341 

CARTRIDGE DEHYDRATOR 

4440009613753 

ELECTRON - TUBE 

5960006791791 

ELECTRON - TUBE 

5960005427181 

ELEC COMPONENT 

1430009283679 
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TRANS PORKER, POWER 
INNER CONDUCTOR 
SHELL CORE ASSY 
ADAPTER WAVESWIDE 
ELECTRONIC COMPONENT 
BRACK ELECTRIC 
COUPL, SHAFT, FLPX 
SHAFT, SHOULDERED 
RADIO, PREO, PILTER 
RELAY MOTOR DRIVEN 
ANTENNA 

RADIO, FRQE, SWITCH 
RADIO, PREO, LINE 
RADIO, PREO, SWITCH 
RELAY 
RELAY 

SYNCHRO CONTROL 
RELAY, ELECT MAG 
RELAY ARMATURE 
ELECTRON - TUBE 
ELECTRON - TUBE 
RELAY ARM, ELEC 
RELAY ARM, ELEC 
PARTS KIT 
SHUTTER 

COUPL, DIRECTIONAL 
COUPL, DIRECTIONAL 


5950006498346 

1430001942703 

1430001942704 

1430006468301 

1430004072734 

6110007949739 

3010009695588 

1430006470499 

5915006791995 

5945008123454 

1430009220387 

5985004820495 

1430005606545 

5985007882888 

5945008252516 

5945006791831 

5990008138808 

5945000519672 

5945009337995 

5960005834109 

5960005834110 

5945004919082 

5945004974505 

1430009418603 

1430009201528 

5985004916517 

5985004811030 


UNCLASSIFIED 



£01C05 * u 



6W WAVE CU 
CIRCUIT CORD ASSY 
FUEL, PUMP, ELEC 
ACTUATOR, HYDRAULIC 
PUMP RECIPROCATING 


■ an • nA i’• 



5 iB 50017 SO 2 67 
6130003640828 
2910009309367 
6115009715599 
4320012154572 
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DACS-OMP 


OP9tC€ 09 TH« CHUF 09 fTA 99 

WAIMIMTON. I € »«!»• OJ04 


1* OEC 138S 


MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: Withdrawal of Documents 


) 


The following documents have been removed at the request of the 
Central Intelligence Agency ^rs/ajtxS -*4* 

a. (S) Memo for DCSLOG, HQOA, Subject: Transfer of Funds (short 
title), dated 30 Oct 86. 


b. (S) Memo for DCSLOG/ HQOA, Subject: Transfer of Funds 
(short title), dated 16 May 86. 

c. (S) Letter for DCSLOG, HQOA, Subject: Transfer of Funds 
(short title), dated 13 Feb 86. 


d. (S) Memo for DCSLOC, HQOA, Subject: 
(short title), dated 16 May 86. 


Transfer of Funds 


e. (S) Memo for DCSLOG, HQOA, 
(short title) dated 20 May 86. 


Subject: Transfer of Funds 


__ T6ujO~~- 

ROBERT T. HOWARD 
Colonel, GS 
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department of the army 


20 November 1986 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE RICHARD L. ARMITAGE, 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS) 


Attached is in response to your question of 
weapons systems transfer and their impact on 
Army readiness. 




/Joseph C. Oebbecke 
Lieutenant Colonel, GS 
Military Assistant to the 
Secretary of the Army 


o 


Attachment 


. h c^>v3cJ*^jn 

iMc: V CO, 

by 3. W-.\ . 1 It- Ccanbll 




Impact on Readine ss 


o Near Tern is inconsequential - minimum impact. 
Old missiles being used up in training. Many are 
being retrofitted for new motors. 


o 2,000 Hissi 


o Total AAO, 
On hand 


-Hof on-ha 

>^AAflHHBBmis8 lies 
issi 1 es or I 


of on-hand stocks. 


days of supplies. 


^**1 i ZO'&Am v ; 

!.:ir C C. 1 5 <o6 

•V ^t. f r: 
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The following responds to the question: 

"What was the weight and cube of the items shipped and 
what type of aircraft are large enough to transport total 
quantities?" 


Weight (lbs) 


Volume(cubic ft) 


Repair parts^HAWK System 

45,244 

5255 

TOW Missiles 

185,767 

9609 


231,911 

lTTKs 


Type Aircraft 

Max Capacities 




C5 

291,0001bs 

19,090 

cubic 

ft 

747 

180,0001bs 

27,390 

cubic 

ft 




f 7 OJ 

/ 


‘'' *6 


A 


CL— 


aiu, 


'■rn 


2 0 NOV 1986 


£01616 



797 


Exhibit CWW-59 



QAXG-IO 


* # g re t - special 

OI^ARTHINT OF THt ARMY 

OMiCC Of Tn| NIMCTOI KliflAk 
WAfNiNlTON 0 C 1010 1700 

0 2 




SUBJECT: Final Raport of Xnvaatigation Into tha Facta and 

Circuaatancaa Surrounding tha Sala and/or Transfar of 
Mlaallas, Spara Parta, and Othar Raiatad Equipaant to 
Salactad Middia Eaatam Countriaa (U) 


Sacratary of tha Aray 
Haadquartara, Dapartaant of tha Aray 
Waahington, D.C. 20310 


I. (U) AUTHORITY 

1. (U) Pureuant to tha Sacratary of tha Aray'a (SA) diractiva 

of 2• Novambar 1916, thia invaatlgation vaa conductad froa 28 
Movaabar 1916 through 30 January 1917 by cOLa Had w. Bachaldor 
and Jaaaa O. Horton, LTCa Richard L. Whltanton, Robart F. 
Trottar, and Thoaaa R. Prickatt, KAJ Xaaac Brown and Ha. Sandra 
O. Siabar, Unitad Stataa Aray Inapactor Gtiaral Agancy (USAIGA). 
(Exhibit A) 


\ IXH1HT 

CmuSI 


THIS DOCUMENT COHTAIHS CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY PROPRIETARY 
INFORMATION. THIS INFORMATION IS MARIQEO ORCOH IN THE 
CLASSIFICATION PORTION MARKINGS. SPECIAL HANDLING OF THIS 
DOCUMENT IS REQUIRED. ACCESS TO INFORMATION MARKED ORCON IN THIS 
DOCUMENT IS LIMITED TO THOSE INDIVIDUALS APPROVED BY THE 
SECRETARY OP DEFENSE. HAND CARRY DURING ROUTING. NORMAL 
ADMINISTRATIVE CHANNELS SHALL NOT BE USED. 

THE NAMES LISTED BXLCW, WHICH ARE POUND IN THE BASIC REPORT 
AND/OR EXHIBITS TO THE REPORT, ARE CLASSIFIED SECRET WHEN 
ASSOCIATED WITH THE CIA. 






CtASSmSYl 

_ 

MCLAsmr cm-_ 
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II. (S) MATTERS INVESTIGATED 

2. (S) Tha Invaatigation addraaaad 10 quaationa: 



V: 

a 


D 3 


a. (S) Isaua #1: What vaa tha natura and axtant of tha 
Amy's participation in tha tranafar of TOW aissilas and HAWK 
ground support aquipaant rapair parts to tha Cantral Intalligenca 
Agancy (CIA)? 


b. (U) Issua #2: Did provisions of Aray Ragulation (AR) 
37-60 on datamining tha prica of itams to ba sold to anothar 
govarnmant agancy undar tha Economy Act coaply with tha law? 


c. (S) Issua #3: What prica ahould tha Amy hava chargad 
tha CIA for tha TOW aissilas? 


d. (S) Issua *4: Why was tha CIA chargad an incorract 
prica for tha TOW aissilas? 

a. (S) Issua #5 : To what axtant wara axtarnal praasuras a 
factor in charging tha CIA an incorract prica? 

f. (S) Issua #6: Is it lagal for the Army to prasant tha 
CIA an amandad bill for tha TOW miasilas? 

g. (U) Issua »7: Why did tha Aray provida such an odd 
numbar of TOW aissilas? 


h. (S) Issua IS: Did tha aala of HAWK ground support 
aquipmant rapair parts to tha CIA raduca tha raadinaas of U.S. 
Amy air dafansa forcas? 

i. (S) Issua #9: Is it possibla to upgrada a HAWK missile 
aystaa using tha rapair parts sold to tha CIA? 

j. (U) Isaua #10: Did tha Amy charga tha corract prica 
for tha HAWK ground support aquipaant rapair parts? 


III. (S) BACKGROUND 

3. (8) Guidanca. On 28 Novaabar 1986, LTG Kanry Doctor, Jr., 

Tha Inspactor Ganaral (TIG), was callad to tha offica of tha 
Honorabla Jaaas R. Ambrose, Undar Sacratary of tha Army 
(USofA), to racaiva a raquiraaant to invastigata tha Amy's 
participation in tha shipaant of ini to Iran. Discussion 
cantarad on tha transfar of 2,008 TOW anti-tanX aissilas and 
savaral hundrad HAWK ground support aquipaant rapair parts from 
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Any stocks to ths CIA. The primary requirements vara to 
determine tha details of Aray participation and the basis for 
financial charges to tha CIA. These issues are addressed in 
Section IV, along with other Issues raised in that initial 
aasslon and developed during the investigation. 

4. (S) Methodology 

a. (U) Thie investigation has been the highest priority 
activity in the USAIGA. Activities included contacts with 95 
individuals at nine locations; the taking of sworn, recorded 
testimony froa 27 persons; and review of the few docuaents that 
could be obtained. Tha investigators relied principally on the 
avorn, recorded taatiaony of key players. 

b. (U) The investigation was United in scope. It did not 
include exanination of euch highly publicised natters as the 
Banner in which funds to pay for the aissiles and repair parts 
were obtained, the disposition of any proceeds froa the sale of 
aissiles and repair parts to other countries, and the total 
involveaent of senior governaent officials outside the Department 
of Army (OA). Most witnesses were members of Army organisations 
and activities. Sone sworn testimony was taken from non-Army 
officials, but that was done to help establish the actions of 
Army officials, and not for the purpose of examining the 
involveaent of other governaent activities and employees. 


c^fS^Th^Araj^stabliehed a detailed procedure to augment 
described in paragraph 15) in September 
19B« co provide support to the CIA and other selected agencies. 
Because the requirenenta for TOW aissiles and HAWK ground support 
equipment repair parte were considered exceptionally sensitive, 
Boat Army officials made no written record of their activities. 
Because records were sketchy end aany witnesses understandably 
lacked e complete aeaory of events that transpired about a year 
ego, sone conflicts regarding events and dates could not be 
resolved. 


d. (8) Sources have aentioned existing documents that nay 
be relevant to thie investigation but to which the investigators 
vara denied access. Specifically: 

(1) (S) An internal CIA investigation reportedly* 

addressed CZA interface with the Army. The CXA report allegedly 
aentlons several Any officials, including one who was said to 
have received guidanoe directly froa LTC Oliver North, then on 
the National Security Council (NSC) staff. This investigation 
produced no evidence that any member of an Army organisation 
received any guidance directly from anyone in the NSC. 
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(2) (S) The investigators vsrs told ths Federal Bureau 
of Investigation (FBI) nay have NSC notes or other docuaents 
concerning guidance fron LTC North to CIA and/or Arny officials 
on TON niesile prices. This investigation produced no evidence 
that any NSC official discussed TON niesile prices with any 
nenber of an Arny organisation. 

(3) (U) The investigators have also been told the NSC 
prepared a chronology that is relevant to the investigation. The 
investigators learned nothing of the substance of that 
chronology. 

e. (U) The fact that this Investigation was conducted as 
expeditiously as possible, concurrent with other independent and 
sensitive reviews (i.e., President's Special Review Board, 
Independent Counsel, Congressional Select Committees, FBI, CIA, 
General Accounting Office, Army Audit Agency) raises the 
possibility that at sobs future date, some person or activity 
will reveal information pertinent to this investigation that is 
not addressed in this rsport or that conflicts with this report. 
Additionally, there say be other documentation or evidence 
currently available of which the investigators are unaware that 
could have changed the conclusions in this report. 

f. (U) The investigators gave periodic status reports to 
the Honorable John 0. Marsh, Jr., Secretary of the Army (SA), the 
USofA, and GEN John A. WicJcham, Jr., Chief of Staff, Army (CSA) . 
As the investigation neared conclusion, briefings and documents 
were also given to the Honorable Caspar W. Weinberger, Secretary 
of Defense (SECDEF). The most significant was a 23 January 1987 
summary report, which was based on a draft of this report. The 
substance of that document has been incorporated into this 
report. The summary report and other documents used to provide 
information to SECDEF are at Exhibits AI through AL. 


IV. (S) CONSIDERATION OF THE ISSUES 

5. (S) Issue <1: What was the nature and extent of the Army’s 

participation in the transfer of TOW missiles and HAWK ground 
support equipment repair parts to the CIA? 

a. (S) Summary and analysis of the TOW missile chropology. 

(1) (S) Discussion: 

(a) (S) The Army was involved in the transfer of TOW 

missiles to the CIA by providing that agency with price and 
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availability information, converting improved TOWs (iTOWa) to 
baaio TOWa to mast tha CIA'a raquiraaanta for baaic TOWa, 
ahlpping 2,008 TOW aiaailaa to a location vhara thay could ba 
pickad up by tha CIA, and billing tha CXA for tha gooda and 
aarvicaa dalivarad. Dataila of Army involvamant in thia projact, 
which tha Army callad Projact SNOWBALL, ara in tha chronology at 
Exhibit P. Tha following paragraphs praaant a summary. 


(b) (S) Evidanca collactad during this invaatigation 

ahowad tha Army first bacaaa involvad in tha transfar of tow 
aiaailaa to tha CIA on Saturday, 18 January 1986. (Tha CIA agant 
who was tha Agency's principal point of contact with 
Headquarters, Dapartmant of Army (HQDA) taatifiad that ha 
contactad LTG (than KG) Vincant K. JLufo, tha Assistant Daputy 
Chiaf of Staff for Logiatica (ADCSLOG), on Friday, 17 January 
1986, but thia data waa rafutad by tha agant*a auparvisor and LTG 
Ruaao, and all othar avidanca pointad to 18 January.) On 18 
January, LTG Colin L. Powall , than a KG aarvlng as Sanlor 
Kilitary Assistant to tha SECDEF, gava GEN Kaxwall R. Thurman , 
tha vica Chiaf of Staff, Army (VCSA), a warning ordar to ba " 
praparad to dalivar approximataly 4,000 basic TOW aiaailaa to tha 
CIA. Tha first shipmant waa to ba for 1,000 aiaailaa, with 3,000 
aora to follow. LTG Powall told tha VCSA tha projact was to ba 
cloaaly hald, and to axpact "8 to 12 to 36 hours'* notica bafora 
tha firat dalivary. Basad on this guldanca, tha VCSA parsonally 
contactad LTG Benjamin F. Register . Jr., tha Daputy Chiaf of 
Staff for Logiatica (DCSLOG), that aama day. Latar that day, 

asking. 
," and 
apara a 
pp 3-6; 

B-3, pp 2-3; B-4, p 1; B-26, pp 8-11; B-27, pp 2-3, 10, 13, 14, 
16; B-32, pp 2-6; B-33; B-34, pp 4,6; AE) 


upon ratum of tha CSA, tha VCSA informad tha CSA of tha t 
Tha VCS A also told LTG Pow all ha had " tur ned on tha switch 

had tha _____ 

aamorandum for racord (KFR). (Exhibits B-l, pp 2-J; fi¬ 


fe) (S) Upon racaipt of tha raquiranant from tha 
VCSA, LTG Ragiatar taakad MAJ Chriatophar Slmpaoa. ODCSLOG'a 
claasifiad program managar, and Kr. John C . Hill, also in 
ODCSLOG, to datarmina if tha Army could support tha raquiramant. 
KAJ tmpson tavieved tha Army Kaatar Data Film (AMDF) and 
determined tha prloa of tha basic TOW missila (modal BGK 71A, 
national stock number (NSN) 1410-00-087-1521) was $3,189. Ha 
ralayad that information, and tha raquiramant to ba praparad to 
ship 1,000 basic TOWs on short notica to an unspecified customer, 
to COL Jamas B. Lincoln, tha projact Manager (PM), TOW, on 18 
January 1986. (Exhibits B-4, p l; B-5, pp 3-5; B-9, pp 21-24; fi¬ 
ll, pp 5, 10, 13, 26; B-26, pp 6, 7, 29, 32, 35, 49; P3) 

(d) (S) During tha next weak, there vara many 

discussions batvaan rapraaantativas of tha CXA and ODCSLOQ, DA, 
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and batvaan ODCSLOG and tha offica of PM TOW. Raquiranants vara 
aatabliahad for a total pjf 4,90S nlasilas. At sona point in tha 
diacussiona tha raquiraaant vaa nodifiad to apacify Condition 
Coda "A M (CCA) (aarvicaabla without raatrictiona) aiaailaa. Tha 
CIA atatad thay did not apacifically raquaat CCA but thay did 
want aarvicaabla aiaailaa. Tha PM TOW datarainad that 4,508 CCA 
baaic TOWa wara not availabla in dapot atocka. whan tha CIA 
would not accapt ITOW or TOW 2 aiaailaa to fill thair 
raquiranant, tha PM TOW auggaatad, and ODCSLOG approvad, 
raplacing tha warhaada on 2,500 iTOWa with baaic TOW warhaads 
fron a atock pila, craating 2,500 axtandad ranga basic TOW 
aiaailaa. (Exhibita B-7, p 13; B-9, pp 5, 22-24, 50; B-ll, pp 
10-11, 28; B-12, pp 4, 5, 24, 25; B-13, pp 8, 12; B-21, p 6; B- 
22, pp 3, 5; B-26, pp 21, 31; B-27, pp 19, 23, 26; B-28, pp 68- 
70, 74) 


.. . ( s ) During thia aana pariod, thara wara many 

diacuaaions batwaan tha PM TOW and ODCSLOG and batwaan ODCSLOG 
and tha CIA about tha propar prica for aiaailaa. Issuas two 
through six addrass tha various aapacts of pricing tha aiaailaa. 
(Exhibit B-34, pp 3, 4) 

(f) (S) Basad on a varbal raquaat fron tha CIA, tha 

first shipmant of 1,000 baaic TOW nisailaa (with a niaaila 
ordnanca inhibitor circuit (MOIC) pravioualy inatallad, nodal BGM 
71A2, HSN 1410-01-139-1512) waa takan fron invantory at Anniston 
Arny Dapot (AMAD) and aovad to Radatona Araanal on 29 January 
1986. Tha nisailaa wara praparad for air novanant fron Radatona 
Arny Airfiald, whara thay ranainad for 14 daya whila tha CIA 
coordinatad onward novanant. In tha naantina, on 30 January 
1986, ANAD waa diractad to prapara to axchanga tha warhaads on 
2,500 ITOWa. Tha axchanga actually bagan on 3 Fabruary 1986 and 
waa conplatad on 28 Fabruary 1986. This procadura convartad 
2,500 ITOWa (nodal BGM 71C, MSM 1410-01-106-8514) into an aqual 
nunbar of axtandad ranga baaic TOWa (nodal BGM 71A1, NSM 1410-01- 
007-2507). Tha convartad nisailaa wara atorad at ANAD panding 
shipping instructions. (Exhibits B-21, pp 3,5; B-28, 68-70; O; 
P-1, pp 6,7; P-5; P-6; P-10; P-11; P-12) 

(a) (8) On 13 Fabruary 1986, tha first shipnant of 

1,000 TOW nissilaa was signsd for at Radatona Araanal by MAJ 
Sinpaon for HQDA and than by a CIA rsprasantativs. Tha nisailaa 
vara loadad on connarcial trucks and dapartad Radatona Araanal. 
(Exhibits B-12, pp 26, 27, 29; B-13, pp 32, 37-38; M; P-1, pp 7- 

(h) (•) on 16 Nay 1986, tha CIA askad HQDA to prapara 

an additional 508 nis.iilas (ldantical to thosa in tha first 
shipnant) for shipnant by truck fron Radatona Araanal. On 19 May 
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1916, tha missiles dapartad Radatona on commercial trucka 
providad by tha CIA. (Exhibits B-ll, p 43; B-13, pp 37, 38; P- 
16; P-17; P-18) 

(1) (S) Tha third, and laat, ahipaent undar Project 
SNOWBALL occurrad on 3 Novaabar 1986, aftar aavaral conversations 
batvaan tha CIA and HQDA and batvaan HQDA and PM TOW to anaura 
tha ahipnant conaiatad of ToWs from tha nawaat lota (aaa laaua «7 
for an axplanation on why lota vara important). Tha 500 aiaailaa 
ahippad vara axtandad ranga (3750 aatara) basic TOWs (nodal BGM 
71A1) which cans froa tha 2,500 ravorkad XTOWa. This laft 2,000 
raworkad ITOWs in atoraga at ANAD. Again, tha aiaailaa laft Amy 
control whan thay dapartad Radatona Araanal on coanarcial trucka 
providad by tha CIA. (Exhibits B-ll, p 43; B-22, pp 11, 12; N; 

O; P-1, p 12; P-19; P-20; P-21; P-22) 

(j) (S) Savantaan vitnaaaaa vara quariad about tha 

knovladga thay and othara poasassad on tha daatination of tha TOW 
aiaailaa. No U.S. Amy Miaaila Conaand (MICOM) vitnaaaaa knew, 
at that tins, that tha aiaailaa vara baing tranafarrad to the 
CIA. Tha avidanca furthar indicatad that no ona than sarving in 
an Amy organixation or activity knav tha ultimata daatination of 
tha aiaailaa aftar thay vara tranafarrad to tha CIA. (LTG 
Povall, an Amy officar, knav tha daatination, but ha vaa than 
aasignad to tha Offica of tha Sacratary of Dafansa (OSD)). 
(Exhibits B-l, pp 2, 3; B-2, p 7; B-3, p 4; B-4; B-7, p 10; B-8, 
p 3; B-9, pp 78, 79; B-10, p 5; B-ll, pp 43-46; B-12, p 39; B-13, 
p 37; B-14; B-13, p 38; B-16, p 27; B-19; B-20; B-21, p 4) 

(2) (S) Conclusions: 

(a) (S) Tha Amy vaa first alartad of a raquiranant 
to tranafar TOW aiaailaa to tha CIA on 18 January 1986. 

(b) (S) Tha Amy and aapacially MICOM (PM TOW) and 
HQDA (ODCSLOG) vara daaply involved in planning for and 
transferring 2,008 TOW aiaailaa to tha CIA. 

(c) (S) Avallabia avidanca shovad no ona at MICOM 
knav tha CIA via tha racipiant of tha aiaailaa. 

(d) (S) Availabla avidanca shoved no ona than in an 
Aray organixation knav tha ultimata daatination of tha aiaailaa. 

b. (S) Summary and analysis of HAWK chronology. 

(1) (S) Discussion: 
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(a) (S) Tha Army was involved in tha transfar of hawk 
ground support equipment rapair parts to tha CIA by providing 
availability data, identifying substitutaa whan tha raquastad 

itas was not available, consolidating all raquastad itans at ona 
depot, contracting for tranaportation to dalivar tha parts from 
that dapot to a location dasignatad by tha CIA, and billing tha 
CIA for goods and sarvicas fumishad. Datails of Army 
involvement in this projact, which tha Army callad Project 
CROCUS, ara in tha chronology at Exhibit R. Tha following 
paragraphs prasant a summary. 

(b) (S) Army involvamant bagan on 9 April 1986, whan 
tha Honorabla William H. Taft, IV, Daputy Sacratary of Dafansa, 
advlsad tha CSA of a raquiramant to provida 240 lina ltams of 
HAWK rapair parts to tha CIA. GEN Wickham subsaquantly taskad 
LTG Russo to act as tha Army point of contact with tha Agancy. 
Still on 9 April 1986, LTG Russo astablishad contact with a CIA 
raprasantativa, who latar (10 April) providad LTG Russo a list of 
234 rapair parts, in varying quantitias raquirad for support of 
HAWK ground support aquipmant. (Exhibits R-2; R-3) 

(c) (S) Ovar tha naxt 20 days, ODCSLOG coordinated an 
exhaustive search, involving numerous Army organizations, tha 
Dafansa Logistics Agancy (DLA), and tha United States Air Force 
(USAF), to identify and find tha 234 line item numbers (LINs), 
which consisted of 146 HAWK peculiar lines, 11 lines that 
ultimately could not be identified, and 77 common items. Whan 
raquastad items appeared unavailable, tha search was expanded to 
determine if tha requirement could ba satisfied with either a 
substitute item or tha naxt higher assembly. During this period 
there was constant interchange between ODCSLOG and tha CIA, and 
LTG Russo providad verbal updates to tha VCSA and to tha 
Executive Officers to the CSA and SA. By 29 April, available 
Army items ware consolidated at Rad River Army Dapot (RRAD), and 
on 30 April, the CIA was provided availability (in some cases, 
the quantity available was lass than raquastad) and price data 
for 221 LINe (11 stock numbers providad could not ba identified 
and 2 were at tero balance). The CIA was given a total cost, to 
Include packing, crating, handling and transportation charges, of 
$4.4 million. (Exhibits R-4, p 2; R-3; R-6, pp 1-2; S) 

(d) (S) On 25 April 1986, the CIA advised ODCSLOG of 
an additional requirement for two "pre phase II PIP (produet 
improvement program) configured" HAWK radar systems. Review by 
ODCSLOG, HQ Army Materiel Command (AMC) and MICOM revealed that 
the only assets in stock were two AN/KPQ-46 high-power 
illuminator radars, costing $3,088,800 each, purchased by the 
Iranians before ov«a*br^m.ofthe ; .jBhab. wd.being held at 
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Letterkenny Aray Dapot pending disposition of Iranian claims. 

This information was passad to tha CIA, which was also advisad, 
on 13 Kay 1986, that tha radars could not ba traatad as part of 
tha HAWK parts projact and would hava to ba raquastad saparataly. 
(Exhibits B-6, p 41; R-l, p 3; W) 


(a) (S) on 16 Hay 1986, tha 

availability of funds in tha amount ofl 
purchasa of tha raquastad parts, lass th 


Army shlppad tha parts which had baan cons 




Tractad to ship tha 11 items it managad. On 
CIA confirmad racaipt of all itams shippad to 1 
(Exhibits R-6, p 4; R-8; R-9) 


Ifor tha 
On that day, 
Jidatad at RRAD to 
Tha DLA was 
Hay 1966 . tha 



(f) (S) on 19 or 20 Kay 1986, tha CIA raquaatad two 

post phasa II (AN/HPQ-57) HAWK radars, a nawar varsion of tha 
^N/HPQ-46, and on 20 Hay, tha CIA cartifiad availability of 
H|^|Hito tast, inspact and aarvica th^tw^AH/HPQ-4^radar sets 
previously idantifiad. According to ■■■■■■■■■■ CIA, tha 
CIA raquastad tha nawar radars with tha intant of trading Israal 
tha two AN/HPQ-57 radars for two Israali AN/MPQ-46 radars which 
could than ba shippad to Iran. Tha AN/HPQ-46 radars wars checked 
by Army personnel as raquastad. AHC also idantifiad two AN/MPQ- 
57 radars, in dapot stocks, which wars held panding further 
instructions from HQDA. On 29 Hay 198* HICOM advisad HQDA that 
use of tha Iranian owned AN/HPQ-46 radars would hava no impact on 
Army programs but ralaasa of tha AN/HPQ-57s would affect a 
scheduled transfer of assets to tha U.S. Karina Corps. (Exhibits 
8-26, pp 70, 93; R-10J R-U; B-23, pp 6-7; R-12; W) 


(g) (S) On 2 June 1986, tha CIA put tha radar 
transfer action on "hold", a status which continued until 30 July 
1986. On that data, tha CIA advisad ODCSLOG tha radars ware 
again a topic of discussion and a decision could ba imminent. 
ODCSLOG began inquiries into ralaasa procedures for tha Iranian 
assets (AN/KPQ-46). On 4 August 1986, tha Defense Security 
Assistance Agency (DSAA) informed ODCSLOG that tha Iranian assets 
could not be released as title had baan passad to Iran in 
connection with Iran's $12 billion lav suit against DOD. This 
information was relayed to the CIA on 5 August 1986. (Exhibits 
B-6, pp 41-43; R-l) 

(h) (8) During the 3 August 1986 exchange with tha 
CIA, ODCSLOG was asked to check tha currant status of HAWK repair 
parts not available at the time of tha original shipment. A few 
itams vara found, and on 19 August 1986, ODCSLOG directed 
freezing of available assets. On 4 September 1986, tha CIA 
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providad ODCSLOO a Hat of raquiraaants for 30 LIKa, including 
addad quantitiaa of itaaa pravioualy ahippad and Itaaa raquaatad 
but not ahippad. Sosa itaaa on thla llat vara alao found and on 
9 Saptaabar 1986 ODCSLOO diractad thasa aaaava ba frozan panding 
A ‘“" har guldanca froa H QDA. By a 22 Sa ptaabar 1916 aaaorandua, 

__ T informal tha CSA and vcsa 

concami that Projact CROCUS ! 

Tha Army Ganaral Counaal (ACC) raitaratad that concarn on 10 
Octobar 1996 and vithhald concurranca in tha • Saptaabar 1986 
ODCSLOO action aaaorandua on additional aupport of Projact CROCUS 
bacauaa thara was lnaufficiant information on tha ultimata 
purpoaa an^dastination of tha itaaa in quaation. On 22 Octobar 
1986 thaH^||HH|aant tha SA a aaao racoaaanding no furthar 
ralaasa or aatarlal for Projact CROCUS until dataila of tha 
projact vara made availabla and a lagal poaition aatabliahad. on 
24 Octobar 1986, Mr. Marah diacuaaad tha subject vith Mr. Taft. 

Aa a raault of that aaating, tha action vaa placad on hold and at 
of 30 January 1987, tha parta and radara vara atill balng hald by 
tha Amy. (Exhibits R-li R-7; R-13; R-14; R-15> R-16) 


(1) (U) Tha invaatlgatora aakad tventy-flve parsons 

(18 in informal discussions, savan in avorn taatiaony) about tha 
knovledge thay and othara possaasad on tha daatination of tha 
HAWK rapalr parta. Thara vaa no avidanca any military or 
civilian mambar of any Army organization knav tha ultimata 
daatination of tha rapair parta. (Exhibits 8-3, p 4; B-7, p io? 
B-9, pp 78, 79> B-10, p 5j B-14/ B-19; B-20: AM) 


(2) (S) Conclusions: 


(a) (S) Tha Army, vith MICOM as tha principal playar 
in axacution and with ODCSLOO, DA, providing guldanca and 
intarfaca vith tha CIA, vaa haavily involvad in tha tranafar of 
HAWK ground support aquipmant rapair parta to tha CIA. 

(b) (U) Tha DLA and USAF participatad vith ODCSLOO in 
execution to tha extant that aoma of tha HAWK ground aupport 
aquipmant rapair parta vara auppliad by thair organizations. 

(e) (U) Availabla avidanca shovad no ona than in an 

Any organiiation fcnev tha ultimata daatination of tha rapair 
perta. 

6. (U) Iaaua #2: Did provisions of AR 37-60 on determining tha 

prica of ltama to ba sold to anothar govarnmant agancy undar tha 
Economy Act comply vith tha lav? 

a. (U) Diacusaioni 
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(1) (U) Econoay Act/AR 37-60. 

(a) (U) The Econoay Act (31 USC Saction 1535) atatad 
an agancy could ordar gooda or aarvicaa froa anothar agancy if 
four conditiona vara aat: (1) aaounta vara available, (2) tha 
traneaction vaa in tha baat Tntaraat of tha US Government, (3) 
tha agancy to fill tha ordar vaa abla to provida or gat tha gooda 
or aarvicaa by contract, and (4) ordarad gooda or aarvicaa could 
not ba providad by contract aa conveniently or chaaply by a 
commercial antarpriaa. Tha Econoay Act alao said paynant aay ba 
aada in advanca or on dalivary and "shall ba for any part of tha 
aatiaatad or actual coat aa determined by tha agancy or unit 
filling tha ordar." Tha Act furthar providad that advanca 
payments ahall ba adjuatad "on tha baaia of tha actual coat of 
gooda or aarvicaa providad." (Exhibit D) 

(b) (U) AR 37-60, Pricing for Matarial and Sarvicaa, 

15 Octobar 1905, aaid atandard pricing vould provida a baaia for 
reimbursement of Army appropriationa and funda froa all cuatomara 
except for Foreign Military Salaa (FKS) and Military Aaaiatanca 
Prograa (MAP). It furthar aaid itaaa vith a MSN vara cantrally 
aanagad and thair atandard prica vaa publiahad in tha AMDF. 

(Exhibit C) 

(d) (U) In a 2 January 1987 memo, tha invaatigators 

aakad tha Offica of Tha Judga Advocata Ganaral (OTJAG) if AR 37- 
60 complied vith tha Economy Act and if AR 37-60 ahould hava baan 
uaad aa a baaia for determining tha prica of gooda tranafarrad to 
anothar govarnaant agancy or if a prica baaad on actual coat 
ahould hava baan uaad. 

(d) (U) In ita 7 January 1907 raaponaa, OTJAG aaid: 

"Tha tarn 'actual coat' in tha Econoay Act rafara to diract 
hiatorical or acquiaition coat incurrad by tha Arny in obtaining 
auppliaa or aquipaant. It alao includaa indirect coats which ara 
aignificantly ralatad to tha fumiahlng of auppliaa or aquipnant 
to anothar Fadaral aaency and vhlch ara fundad froa currantly 
availabla appropriationa (axaaplaa of auch coata includa 
tranaportation, packaging, labeling, and handling). No atatuta 
authoriiaa tha Dapartaant of Dafanaa (DOD) or DA to daviata froa 
tha Iconoay Act'a actual coat ralaburaaaant requirement. 
Navarthalaaa, tha Econoay Act gava tha DOD and DA conaidarabla 
latituda in dataraining tha propar raiaburaaaant for itaaa 
tranafarrad to othar Fadaral aganciaa. Opinion# of tha 
Coaptrollar Ganaral racognisa that tha tara 'actual coat 1 hai 'a 
flaxibla aaaning' and auat raflact 'diatinctiona or diffarancaa 
in tha nature of tha parforaing agancy, and tha purposes or goals 
intandad to ba accomplished'." 
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(a) (U) in ita 7 January 1987 opinion, OTJAG also 

aaid, "AR 37-60 praacribaa a propar aathodology for dataraining 
tha prica of itaaa tranafarrad undar tha Econoay Act." OTJAG 
furthar aaid tha atandard pricing aachanlaaa praacribad in 
AR 37-60 "rapraaant a raaaonabla axorciaa of tha diacration 
affordad Tadaral agancy haada by 31 USC Saction 1335 (b)." OTJAG 
coordinatad ita raaponaa with tha officaa of tha Army Ganaral 
Counaal, Coaptrollar of tha Army, and (by talaphona) tha Ganaral 
Counaal, DOD. (Exhibits E; F; AN) 

(2) (U) DODI 7510.4/AR 37-60 

(a) (U) DOD Inatruction 7510.4, Uniform Policy for 
Charging Accaaaorial and/or Administrates Coata Incidant to 
laauaa, Salas, and Tranafara of Katariala, Suppliaa and 
Equipaant, 7 April 1967, aaid tha atandard rataa aat forth in tha 
inatruction "shall ba applicabla" to aalaa and tranafara of all 
■atariala to othar govarnnant dapartnanta, aganciaa or 
inatrumantalitiaa. Actual coata could ba chargad only if unit 
prica axcaadad $10,000. Hovavar, tha 15 Octobar 1985 varaion of 
AR 37-60, in affact at tha tiaa of tha firat two shipaanta, aaid 
"actual or aatinatad coata Bay ba uaad whan tha aupplying agancy 
dacidaa that a fairar charga will raault for itama having a unit 
valua of laaa than $10,000." (Exhibita C; G) 

(b) (U) By a 5 January 1987 aamo, tha invaatigatora 
aakad OTJAG for tha propar raconcillation of thaaa conflicting 
ragulationa, aa ralatad to accaaaorial and adainiatrativa costa. 
On 14 January 1987, a raply waa racaivad fron tha Aaaiatant COA 
for Piacal Policy, tha proponant for AR 37-60, to whoa tha 
quaation had baan rafarrad. Tha raply indicatad tha 28 July 1986 
updata of AR 37-60 aliainatad tha actual coat axcaption for itama 
undar $10,000. Thia changa waa baaad on guidanca from DOD that 
tha 15 Octobar 1985 varaion waa not in conforaanca with DODI 
7510.4; tha Anay ahould hava raquirad and ahould hava baan 
chargin g 3.5> o f aatarial coata for accaaaorial coata on itama 
with a unit coat of laaa than $10,000. (Exhibita Hi I) 


b. (U) Concluaione: 

(1) (U) Proviaiona of AR 37-60 on dataraining tha 
unit prica of itaaa to ba aold to anothar govarnaant agancy undar 
tha Econoay Act coapliad with tha lav. 

(2) (U) That portion of AR 37-60 which paraittad 

charging actual coata, in liau of atandard rataa, whan unit valua 
waa laaa than $10,000, oonflictad with DODI 7510.4. COA \ 
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allminatad that conflict whan it publiahad an updata of AR 37-60 
on 28 July 1986. 

7. (8) laaua #3: What prica should tha Aray hava chargad tha 

CIA for TOW aissilas? 

a. (S) Discussion: 


(1) (S) Tha Aray was taskad on 18 January 1986 to ba 
praparad to provida 4,000 TOW aissilas, on short notica, to tha 
CIA. Datails of this tasking ara at Iasua «1. (Exhibits &-1, p 
31 B-2, p 3) 

(2) (S) Tha tasking for "basic" TOWs was translatad 
in Aray taras to ac^n BGM-71A TOW aissilas. On tha basis of 
subsaquant discussions with tha CIA, HQDA aodifiad tha 
raquiramant to spacify Condition Coda "A" (CCA) (sarvicaabla 
without rastriction) aissilas. Sinca all Aray stocks of BGM-7lAs 
wars Condition Coda "H" (CCM) (rastrictad - combat usa only), tha 
naxt bast way to aaat tha raquiraaant was to provida BGM-71A2 
aissilas (a BGM-71A aissila with a Kissila Ordnanca Inhibitor 
Circuit (MOIC) installad). Howavar, Aray stocks of BGM-71A2S 
(2,356 on hand) wars not sufficiant to satisfy tha antira 
raquiraaant (4,508). HQDA than dacldad to provida 2,008 BGH- 
7lA2s froa stock and convart 2,500 BGM-71C (ZTOW aissilas) to 
BGM-71A1 by raaoving tha ITOW warhaad and rsplacing it with a 
basic aissila warhaad. (Exhibits B-4; 8-9, pp 21-24, 25-28, 46, 
49-50; B-13, pp 13-14; B-12, pp 4-5, 11, 24) 

(3) (S) A prica of $3,469 for tha aissilas was 
astabllshad on or about 27 January 1986 by LTG Russo, ADCSLOG, 
using tha following logloi 

(a) (U) Aray Kastar Data Fila (AKDF) prica for BCM- 
7LA - $3,169 

(b) (U) Estlaatad cost of a MOIC and installation - 

$300 

(c) (U) Basic aissilas wsra all tha saaa, ragardlass 
of tha incraasad ranga. 

(d) (U) Raplacaaant coots vara not applicabla undar 
tbs Economy Act. (Exhibit B-6, pp 6, 10-11) 

(4) (S) Actual costs in tha aaount of $30,691 
($23,191 for tha first two shipaants, $7,500 for tha third) for 
accassorial axpansas associatad with tha shipaants wars chargad 
to tha CIA. A datallad summary of tha original chargasfor TOW 
aissilas is providad balow. 
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TOW MISSILE CHARGE MATRIX 
(ORIGINAL CHARGES TO CIA) 


KISSILES (1,508) (1st and 

2d Shipaent) 

$5,231,252 

Unit Price 

3,469 


71A 

(3,169) 


MOIC 

(300) 


ANCILLARY COSTS 


23,191 

Transportation 

4,583 


Labor/Materials 

9,901 


Other (Security, TOY) 

0,707 


MISSILE MODIFICATION (froa 

ITOW to basic TOW) 

377,720 

71A2 Missiles (SUBTOTAL)(let and 2d Shipment) 

$5,632,163 1 

BGM 71A1 



MISSILES (500) (3d Shipment) 

$1,734,500 

Unit Prica 

3,469 


71A 

(3,169) 


MOIC 

(300) 


ANCILLARY COSTS 


7,500 

Transportation 

3,383 


Labor/Materials 

3,960 


Security 

157 


71A1 Miaailaa (SUBTOTAL) 

(3d Shipaent) 

$1,742,000^ 

TOTAL 


$7,374,163 


NOTES ! 

1. (S) Amount paid to tha Army by tha CIA aa of 30 January 
1987. 

2. (S) Aa of 30 January 1987, tha CIA had not paid tha Army for 
tha third ahipaant. 

(5) (8) Tha invaatigation included an Independent 

prica aaaaaaaant by DAXG invaatigatora, baaed on appropriate dod 
and DA regulatione and input from the officea of tha DOD and Army 
Ganaral Counaala, to aithar validata or corract tha prica tha 
Aray charged tha CIA. In this aaaaaaaant, the invaatigatora 
found! (Exhibits I; J» X; L> M) 

(a) (U) Pricing procadurea in AR 37-60 called for 

extracting tha ltaa'a atandard price froa tha AMDF and adding 
ancillary charges, whan appropriate, to arrive at tha total cost 

lU 
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of tha items aold. Tha application of dapot modificationa to 
itaaa in inventory, aa was dona to 2,500 missiles, was to ba 
traatad aa a procurement coat, par paragraph 2-2g, AR 37-60, and 
addad to tha existing standard prica to arriva at tha raviaad 
standard prica. (Exhibit C) 

(b) (U) Standard pricaa for materiel vara containad 
in tha AKOP, publishad aonthly by tha AMC Catalog Data Activity 
(CDA) baaad on input from AMC. AMC had ovarall rasponsibillty 
for determining AMDP pricaa, with tha itaa Manager at subordinata 
commands raaponaibla for prica input to tha AMDF. (Exhibit AH) 

(c) (S) Tha basis for vhat tha Army should hava 
chargad tha CIA was: 

(1) (U) Construction of tha unit prica for tha first and * 
aacond shipments of 1,508 aiaailss (BGM-71A2) should hava baan 
basad on tha latest procuraaant/AMDP standard pries of $3,169 for 
tha basic TOM (BGM-71A) and tha cost of tha MOIC plus 
Installation cost. Tha MOIC kits vara procured froa Hughes 
Aircraft under contract DAAH01-84-C-0940 at a unit cost of 
$156.90, and AHAD Installation/labor coat vas $168 par aissile, 
thus establishing a "should hava baan charged" prica of $3493.90. 

A auaaary of tha corrected charges for tha 1,508 missiles in tha 
first tvo shipaants is provided belov: 

PRICE CONSTRUCTION 

(BOM 71A2 - 1st and 2d SHIPMENT - 1,508 MSLS) . 

January 1986 AMDP Standard Prica (BGM-71A) $3,169.00 A 

MOIC Kit 156.90 

Labor 169,00 

Corrected Standard Unit Pries for 71A2 $3,493.90 

(Exhibit AP) 

(2) (S) To mast tha CIA requirement, 2,500 ITOWs (BGM-71C) 
vara modified by exchanging ITOM varhaads for basic TOW warheads 
froa depot stocks at a depot cost of $377,619.23 or unit cost of 
$151.05. Tha original warhead cost of $358.74 for the 500 
missiles shipped vas computed by applying the veighted average, 
as specified in AR 37-60, to three lots of warheads of various 
quantities and prices. The same procedure as above was used to 
arrive at the current unit price of $208.74 for the basic Tow 
warhead, which replaced the ITOM warhead. A summary of tha 
corrected charges for the last 500 missiles transferred to tha 
CIA is provided below: (Exhibits C; AP; AG) 
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(BGN 71A1 - 3rd SHIPHZKT - 500 HSLS) 


January 1986 AMDP XTOM Standard Prica 
Labor Coat for Marhaad Changa 
Basic tom Marhaad 

Subtotal 



Cradit for ZTOM Marhaad 

(rauaad in ITOM production) 
Corraotad 71A1 Unit Prica 


/ 


$8,069.00 1/2 
151.05 
208.74 
8428.79 
<358.74 > 


$1070.05 


1 Prica indicatad ia tha aoat accurata potsibis at tha tiaa of 
invaatigation and accounts for aathaaatical and obvioua arrora in 
tha aathodology uaad. Tha pricing procaduras, aa raflactad in 
thia raport, ara in accordanca with AR' 37-60. txja to tha ^Snaral * 
natura and eoaplaxlty of tha rsgulatlron and tha lack of A 
laplaaantlng lnatructlona at intanaadiata lavala of oparation, t 
changas in tha procaduraa aay ba raquirad. 

2 Tha January 1986 AKOP prica of $8,175 for a BCM-71C, HSH 1410- 
01-106-8514, vaa baaad upon input froa tha 16 July 1985 TOM PM 
annual raviav forvardad to tha TOM itaa Managar in tha Mlsaila 
Logiatlea Cantar (MLC) on 29 August 1985. Tha flgura tranaalttad 
to KLC vaa axtracted froa tha vrong lina of tha fora uaad by PM 
TOW to coaputa coot and includad nonracurrinc and unfundad coats 
not authorltad in coaputatlon of standard prica. Tha flgura 
tranaalttad to MLC vaa $8,619, tha total FMS solas prica, and in 
fact should hava baan $8,069, tha baaa FMS prica. Bafora tha 2 
Octobar 1985 aubaiaaion to CDA, tha itaa aanagar addad anothar 3% 
aurcharga not authorltad by AR 37-60. (Exhibits Lr AF; AO: AP: 

AQ) 


(3) (S) Ancillary coots vara coaputad IAM a provision 
in AR 37-60, datad 15 Octobar 1985, that allovad for tha uaa of 
actual packing, crating, and handling (PCM) coata for itaaa with 
a unit prica undsr $10,000. Hovavar, that aathod vaa contrary to 
guidanca in DOD Instruction 7510.4 datad 7 April 1967. Baaad on 
DOD guidanca, an updata of AR 37-60, datad 28 July 1986, 
sllalnatad tha provisions for uaa of actual costa for PCH for 
itaaa undar $10,000 aach. Basad on thia DOD guidanca and tha 
aaandad version of AR 37-60, and with tha support of OTJAO and 
COA opinions, tha lnvastigators found tha CIA should hava baan 
chargad 3.5% of tha hardvara coat for PCH. (Exhibits C; G: I) 

(4) (8) Tha CIA vaa chargad $377,619.23 for labor 
coots to convart 2,500 XTOMs to basic TOWa. Tha individual 
■ioaila pries that should hava baan chargad for tha last 500 
alosilaa shipped includaa $75,523.65 of tha total labor coata. 

Tha rsaaining $302,095.36 is still a valid cost to tha CIA 
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because all 2,500 alsallaa vara convartad in February 1986. a 
• unary of vhat tha Amy ah auld^have charged the QIA la providad 
balov. (Exhibita P-14/ P-15) ~ - 

CORRECT TOW MISSILE PRICE 
lAW AR 37-60 

Miaaila Hardvara (1,508) (BGM 71A2) 

(1st and 2d Shlpaanta) 

Packing, Crating and 

Handling Coata for tha BGM 7lA2a 

Miaaila Hardvara (500) (BGM 71A1) 

(3d Shipaant) 

Packing, Crating and 

Handling Coata for BGM 7lAla 

Modification Coat for Remaining 2,000 Mlsailoa 

Total 

Total Shortfall 

AMDF price of $3,169 for BGM-71A plus actual coat 
of $324.90 for tha MOIC kit and inatallation 
coat. 

Rapreaenta 3.51 of tha hardvara coat. 

Baaad on a corractad BGM 71A1 unit price of 
$8070.05. 

Depot aodification coat for 500 aiaailaa included 
in tha aiaaila hardvara (500) price ia 
$75,523.85. 

(S) Concluaiona: 

(01- Dm Any should have charged $3,493.90 each 
t mieaftee (first and second shipaant) and $8,070.05 
Eamalntog 500 (third ahipaent). 


$5,268,801.20 1 

184,408.04 2 
$4,035,025.00 3 


141,225.87* 

$302,095.38 4 
$9,931,555.49 
<$2,557,392.49> 


Notes: 1. 

(U) 

2. 

(U) 

3. 

(U) 

4. 

(U) 


(5) 


(•) 


each 


(b) (O^tAncillary ooata should have bean charged at 
tha rata of ).•% of hardvara ooata, to comply vith DODI 7510.4. 
Tha actual aaount charged for ancillary costa vaa inconsistent 
vith DOD policy because provisions of AP 37-60 dated 15 October 
1*85 vara contrary to DOD Instruction 7510.4. 

(c) (S) Tha CIA should have bean charged $302,095.38 
to rooovar tha coat of modification to missiles modified to 
support tha requirement but not shipped. 
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(d) (U) The PM TOW and MICOM uaad lncorract 

procedures vhan developing tha Amy atandard price, publlahad in 
the AMDP, for ITOW (BGM-71C) aiaailaa. 

8. (8) laaua #4> Why vaa tha CIA charged an lncorract prica 

for tha TOW aiaailaa? 

a. (8) Evidences 

(1) (8) OEK Thurman daacribad receiving tha tasking to 
provide TOW aiaailaa from LTG Povall on 18 January 1966. GEN 
Thurman aaid ha inquired of LTG Povall, "You're talking about 
vanilla TOWa?" and LTG Povall reapondad, "Yeah. I'a talking 
about vanilla TOWa." GEN Thurman aakad LTG Povall if ha vould 
racaiva anything in vritlng on tha miaaion (indicating ha had no 
vrittan documant at tha tlma) but did not racall LTG Povall'a 
raaponaa. (Exhibit B-2, p 3) 

(2) (8) LTG Povall taatifiad that throughout tha fall 
of 1985 lntarlocutora from outaida DOD queatlonad him ragarding 
TOW pricaa. Ha contactad D5AA and vaa told tha prica of a TOW 
miaaila vaa $10-11,000. Ha parcalvad an emerging idea o* 
providing TOW aiaailaa to Iran. In reference to tha aala of TOW 
aiaailaa to tha CIA, ha aaid, "over tha couraa of tha fall and 
than after tha decieion vaa made in January (1986) and after tha 
initial tranaactiona took place, that price kept floating back 
and forth..." Ha aaid it vaa a function of whether you priced it 
out ae an FK8 contract, which vaa clearly not tha right way to do 
it." It vaa "alvaya clear that va vara uaing the Economy Act. 

And eo the price floated back and forth over a period of veeka 
and monthe for that matter, both before tha daciaion and after 
the decieion." It vent "everywhere from $4,000 to $10,000. And 
maybe even a tad higher." Concerning hie conversation with vice 
Admiral John X. Poindexter, national Security Advleor, LTG Povall 
added, "over the oouree of the fall and winter, ve vara talking 
about number* tha tr mere floating from $10-11,000 down to 4 or 5 
or 6 thousand.* Wben the eoat got below $4,000, he aaid, "I vaa 
quite euipcimed that it vent that lov because all tha while va 
had bean talking about something higher than 7, 8, 9...." Ha 

> said VtQ MW reported to him on a couple of occasions "there's 
a way to do this and the coat will come in lover." He told LTG 
Rueee to recover the ooet of the aiaailaa and services and to 
ensure the Army vaa "not out one dollar." Ha aaid he had . 
conversations with Admiral Poindexter and maybe LTC North about 
price but his only discussions on prica within the Amy vara with 
LTG Russo. He kept the Secretary of Defense infomad on tha 
status of LTG Ruaao's discussions with tha CIA. There was 
interest from Admiral Poindexter and/or LTC North in vhat tha 
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prioe should bo and in getting tha priea lovar but ha navar fait 
pressure to got tha priea lovar. LTO Povall aaid ha believed ltc 
R osso was also raeaiving inguiriaa froa tha HSC or through tha 
CIA about gutting tha priea lovar. whan tha priea caaa in at 
around tha $4,000 point that vas vhat LTC Povall*a WSC contacts 
had aaid all along that it should hava baan. Ha aaauaad tha nsc 
had baan praaaing hia to justify tha higher aatlaata ($10,000) 
because they had to explain it to tha buyer. Ha knew of no money 
that vould be going anywhere but to tha Treasury of tha United 
States. Tha oontaxt in which ha vas ansvering questions and 
giving guidance to LTO Pusso had nothing to do with trying to get 
tha eoat lov in order to make money available for sdaa nefarious 
purpose. His total mindset vas that all tha money, regardless of 
tha amount, vould be paid to tha Army and tha buyer vould pay 
only for TOWs, not TOWs plus soma additional amount of revenue 
that vould be used for another purpose. With respect to the 
CIA's interaction with tha Army regarding coat, LTO Povall 
stated, "I vas avara that General Russo was working with the CIA 
to determine vhat tha cost vould be." Ha gave LTO Russo no 
direction to keep tha price down but "... as time progressed tha 
nuibers kept floating back and forth every time I talked to LTO 
Russo and they vara alvays floating downward." (Exhibits B-l, pp 
2-10, 14; B-24, PP 3-4) 


(3) (S) Upon being told of the mission, LTO Register 

tasked KAJ Simpson to determine if the mission was supportable 
and tasked Mr. John Hill, Logistics Support Office, ODCSLOG, to 
provide the status of TOW missiles, worldwide. LTG Register was 
briefed by Mr. Hill concerning the 30 September 1915 status of 
the basic TOW (71A), XTOW (71C), and TOW 2 (71D). He recalled 
that conversation centered on the basic TOW (71A) but did not 
recsll if KAJ Simpson vas in the room when Hr. Hill provided the 
Information. On 20 or 21 January 1914, LTG Register passed 

TSase^en^^^^Reme^^a^lImite^t^receipt of periodic status 
reports from LTO Rueso. He vas not Involved in any pricing 
disousslons but had a general knowledge of the requirement for a 
warhead change on the XTOW. Xt vas his understanding that the 
price to be charged for the missiles vas the price of the basic 
TON (71A) plum the cost of the MOXC modification. (Exhibit B-4, 
PP 1-2) 


(4) (U) Nr. Hill confirmed that he vas called to the 

office one Saturday by LTO Register, who wanted to know where TOW 
missile assets were located, by type and condition code. He did 
not remember specifically when he vas called in other than that 
it vas in the January to March time frame. Using the 30 


MOOT - SPECIAL ACCESS REQUIRED 

yiiuLfivCi.i 


816 


V'J ; 


:d 


DAIG-IO 

SUBJECT! 


- SPECIAL ACCESS REQUIRED 


Fin*l Report of Investigation...(U) 


September 19S5 Missile Distribution Plan (MIDP), ho told LTG 
*•**■*•* vhoro TOW missile oofloto wsre, worldwide, and condition 
oodoo ho vao avaro of. Ho aaid LTG Register wroto down 
approximately four major locations vhoro tho Army had tows 
storod t recording it by missile typo, MSN, and model number. He 
did not recall a price discussion. (Exhibit B-5, pp 3, 3 - 6 ) 

(5) (S) LTG Russo testified that he believed his 

initial involvement was Monday of the first week (20 January 
19IS) end that MAJ Simpson told him the price of the BGM-71A 
He knew of no exploratory motions on TOW 
missile pricing or availability before the Army's initial^ 
involvement on IS J anuary 19M . He recalled no convert**! 
meetings wit_ 

prior to 20 January 1916. Re did recall meeting vi..._ 
during the week of 20 January 19S6 and discussing the B r*fe6V4l of 
narkinos from the TOW boxes, the type of aircraft to be used, how 
many missiles would fit on a pallet, etc. He said he did not 
deal in terms of Condition Code "A" or "M" until "about two weeks 
ago" (approximately 1 December 1916). However, he was told by 
MAJ Simpson that a safety related modification to the basic TOW 
was required. The modification was the addition of the MOIC, 
which MAJ Simpson told him would cost $300. In recall testimony, 
LTG Russo said he did not know the addition of the MOIC converted 
the 71A model to a 71A2 model, and if previous testimony 
indicated differently, it was incorrect. Also, he did not know 
there was a price difference, vr the finn ** th* 

modification. He said LTG Powell gave him no specific guidance 
on missile pricing but did tell him, "make sure that the Army 
doesn't get screwed in the process." LTG Russo added, "I was 
tom on one end, don't screw the Army, on the other hand, Economy 
Act says actual coats. I couldn't find the difference between 
these three basic missiles that we were transferring and so ah — 
I'm back to that same point." He told MAJ Simpson to impress 
upon everyone to collect the costs associated with the missile. 
LTG Russo said he recalled only one telephone conversation with 
LTG Peter G. Burbules, then a MG in command of MICOM, concerning 
this transaction. He said LTG Burbules talked about a 
"significant price difference." He further discussed their 
conversation, sayino that LTG Burbules "...alluded to the fact 
that the missile being provided was a more expensive missile, and 
I kept asking the question, 'Is it or isn't it a basic TOW?' The 
answer was, yes." He said whatever LTG Burbules was talking 
about fell into that category of basic TOW. That's where he had 
a fundamental block in communicating with LTG Burbules. He said 
he did not know if their conversation involved the ITOW missile. 
"Z think—you know—had we gotten to the stock number level I 
think it would have been reasonable for me to have somehow 
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challenged that more firmly with tha folks, in tamo of how va 
got froa'thirty-four sixty-nine to eight thousand and change. I 
didn't do that.” Ka told LTO Burbulsa it just did not aaka sansa 
having a basic TOW that coat $3,169, adding a MOIC for $300, and 
charging aora than $3,469. LTO Rusao addad, "...what va vara 
taking waa aoaa aiaailaa that had alraady gona through that 
procaaa of tha basic 71A, adding tha $300 MOIC to it, and coning 
up with this. And ay judganant at that tins was a 71A with a 
MOIC applied. Nov tha fact that it is a 71A2 (ha apparently 
baliavad 71A2 waa alao a nodal number for a basic TOW), I really 
didn't aacriba anything to it, and I frankly diacounted tha eight 
thousand figure." Ka did not recall any TOW missile coat or 
requirements discussions with LTO Powell prior to 1$ January 
1966. LTO Russo initially did not remember discussing any 
variances in price with LTO Powell other than $3,169 and $3,469. 

Ha subsequently recalled a conversation with LTO Powell during 
which he may have told LTO Powell there was a more significant 
price involved which could go as high as $1,000. He said he may 
also have related the MICOM pricing concerns to LTO Powell but 
told LTO Powell the price should stay at $3,169 or something like 
that. LTO Russo did not recall having told LTO Powell, "There's 
a way to do it for lees money.” LTO Russo said hie memory was a 
little "fusty" on the conversations with LTO Powell but he 
believed that during one of the conversations a working figure of 
around $6,000 as a cost was brought into ths conversation by LTO 
Powell. LTO Russo added that ha any have given the CIA an 
estimated cost of $6,000 per missile, which would have included 

ell coats associated with the project,- euch ae missile-coat;-— 

transportation, security, warhead change, etc. He did not recall 
anyone froa the CIA telling him the $6,000 price was too high, 
and said at that time he didn't know who LTC North was. Also, no 
one told him that the NEC vae interested in getting the price 
lover. In explaining the price determination he said the Army 
had a certain number of basic TOW missiles with an AMDF price of 
$3,169 to which a MOIC had been added for $300 making the price 
$3,469. He said, "X knew $3,169. I knew $300 for the MOIC which 
made it $3,469'and X don't evar remember another number after 
that." Be referred to the Economy Act, AR 37-60 (table 2-1), and 
used common sense to arrive at a pries of $3,469. "Nov, if the 
records reflect X was w rong. X made that mistake." On 20 or 21 
January 1916 he advised^■■■■(CXA) the price was $3^169. 

A day or so later the MOiC issue oils up and he advised^HH 
■■■■■the price would be $3,469. Tha Amy told the CIA what 
tJu^price would be, not the other way around. There was no 
haggling and the CIA did not ask him if he could find a way to 
get the price to s lover level. Be said the Amy gave them a 
price and t hat was accep table to the CXA. He added that was vhsn 
he believedflH^BHBBsald, "Well, that keapa us inside the 25 
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aillion window." Ka addad thatVSHHHvaa not upaat with 
tha $300 prica incraaaa for tha koic.K a baliavad tha aourca of 
funding to pay for tha projact waa aonay appropriatad by Congrass 
for tha CIA. Ha had no contact with LTC North or othar NSC 
rapraaantativaa and did not know tha NSC waa involvad. (Exhibits 
B-6, pp 5-7, 9-12, 20-21, 29-30; B-7, pp 2-4, 9, 13, 16, 22, 27- 
311 B-.'<7, pp 2-3, 5-7, 10, 13, 15, IS, 21-24, 21-32, 34) 


(6) (S) LTO Burbulaa taatifiad that ha was undar tha 

iaprasaion tha tranafar waa an PHS transaction with country H x H . 
Ka did not know at tha tiaa that thara waa ona prica for FMS 
transactIona and a diffarant prica for Econoay Act salas. Ka 
said COL Lincoln, PM TOW, adviasd hia that ha baliavad tha TOW 
prica "diractad" by ODCSLOG was axcassivaly low bacausa tha 
raplacaaant coot would ba substantially highar. COL Lincoln did 
not discuss with hia a diffarant aissils atock nuabar, condition 
codas, or AKOP pricas, nor did ha aantion that tha raquiraaant 
had baan alavatad froa basic TOWa to 71A2 alsalla s. Ha said, H I 
was told by COL Lincoln tha situation^Ln ganaral taras; .that wa 
wars sailing a TOW aissils pricad at about $3,000 but that to 
raplaca that aioslla, that parfactly good tank killar, by currant 
production alosllsa would ba, you know, $8,000; substantially 
aora than tha old prica. And I fait that we should charga tha 
raplacaaant valua. And that's what I told LTO Russo. LTO Russo 
apparantly dacidad otharvlsa. Wa wars told by DA DCSLOG that 
would ba tha prica that wa charga and in ay aind that was a 
Haadquartara, Dapartaant of t ha Aray decision arAthiaatf r was 
closad." Ha did not advisa LTO Rusao that a aodiflad ITOW would 
still ba a basic TOW. Ka did not know tha aissllas wars baing 
transfarrad to tha CIA. (Exhibit B-l, pp 3-9, p 11, pp 17-18, 
and p 21) 


(7) (S) KAJ Siapson taatifiad that his initial 

knowladga of and involvaaant in tha transaction was on Saturday, 
18 January 19$$, whan ha was callad to tha offica to aaat with 
tha DCSLOO* Ha did not discuss TOW aissils pricing prior to that 
tiaa, avan on an exploratory or "what-if" basis. LTO Ragistar 
told him approxiaataly 4,000 basic TOWs wars raquirad right away 
and his (KAJ Blapson's) task was to datsraina if tha aission 
could ba supportad. KAJ Biapson racallad baing told by LTC 
Ragistar that aithar tha CSA or VCSA had said a ainiaua nuabar of 
paopls wars to ba involvad and nlnlaal racords wars to ba kapt. 
Kr. John Hill gava hia a stock nuabar for tha basic TOW aibsila 
that Saturday aoming (18 January 198$). Having tha stock 
nuabar, KAJ Siapson chackad tha January 1986 AMDF and datarainad 
a prica of $3,1<9. Ha passad tha stock nuabar to COL Lincoln and 
by tha and of tha day COL Lincoln told hia ha could support tha 
aission with tha stock nuabar KAJ Siapson had providad hia at a 
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cc of $5#169 par alaaila. COL Lincoln cavaatad hia raaponaa by 
a* tg that nona of hia profaaaionala vara available at tha 
me itftovarifv tha Information ha providad). On 20 January 
19 ■nMNHRrCIA) aatabllahad tha raqulraaant that tha 
ml .laa ba in condition Coda "A". HAJ Siapaon vaa certain that 
ha eased tha change in tha raqulraaant to COL Lincoln or hia 
Deputy, Mr. George Williams, "the alnuta I got it froa tha 
agency." Subsequently, tha price of 93,169 vaa determined to ba 
inaccurate bacauaa that price vaa for a alaaila vhich vaa not in 
condition coda "A”. On 27 January 1916, Mr. Williams, Deputy ph 
TOW, told MAJ Siapaon that to put tha aiasilaa in condition code 
"A", tha lnatallation of a KOIC vaa required. Kr. wllliaaa 
quoted a price of $300 to install tha KOIC. MAJ Siapaon and COL 
Lincoln agreed that adding a KOIC to a baaic TOW to bring it to 
condition coda "A" vould raiaa tha total price to $3,469. whan 
ha vaa told of tha need for a $300 price increase, it vaa ha, not 
LTO Rueao, vho aada tha decision and advised tha CIA Coaptroller 
that tha nav price vaa $3,469. Thera vaa never an argument froa 
tha CIA that tha price vaa too high. Tha Army advised tha CIA of 
tha price; tha CIA confirmed tha price; and there vaa no 
bartering. After tha CIA vaa told of tha increase to a price of 
$3,469, they vara never given any other price. It vaa 
subsequently determined that not enough KOlCs vara available to 
make tha conversion. Tha CIA vaa offered irows instead, but 
refused thaa. Mr. Wllliaaa suggested converting (downgrading) 
ITOWe to coaplata tha aisaion within tha required tiaa but added 
that tha ITOW was a aora expansive aissile and vould cost tha 
V custoaer aora. MAJ Siapaon said ha vould not tall tha DCSLOG 

- aora money.was required-and that soaaona in tha PM TOW office 

would have to do so. Ha said it was easier for MICOK personnel 
to explain why they had not providad correct information than it 
vaa for hia to do so. Ha added that ha believed "they sura as 
hall could have dona it right tha first tiaa." Ha speculated 
that hia comment vaa vhat lad to tha conversation between LTO 
Russo and LTG Burbulee. In lata November 1986, MAJ Simpson mat 
with COL Lincoln; they determined the $300 price for adding the 
MOIC vaa incorrect because it did not Include a labor charge. 
Concerning tha price of tha missiles, he aaid tha only persons in 
MICOM or tha PM TOW Office that he dealt with vara COL Lincoln, 
his Deputy (Kr. Oaorge Wllliaaa), and Chria Laachaan. He said he 
did not discuss pricing of the basic aissile with Mr. Laachaan, 
but did discuss the incremental cost of adding the MOIC. Mr. 
Williams did not tell him that missiles with a MOIC had a . 
different NSN and ha did not know at the time that the AKOP 
listed a different stock number and price for a basic TOW with a 
MOIC installed. Additionally, Mr. Laachaan did not tall him 
there vaa a different NSH or a different AMDF price for a basic 
TOW with MOIC. MAJ Simpson added that he did not know the NSN 
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tha baaic TOW diffarad from tha HSN for tha basic tow with 
:C until around Thanksgiving, 1986. Additionally, ha did not 
ov that Anniston Any Dapot had baan installing KOICs on basic 
Vs sines 1981 or 1982. KAJ Simpson was askad about tha DD Form 
*8-1 ha signed on 13 February 1986 for 1,000 BGM-71A2 TOW 
• ssiles, NSH 1410-01-139-1512, priced at $3,469 each. Ha said 
...at while ha was at Redstone Arsenal, Mr. Leachaan gave hia a 
blank fora (DD Fora 1348-1) and askad hia to fill it out. MAJ 
siapson provided everything on the top line of the fora except 
the "Stock or Part Humber." Explaining why he signed for 
aissiles of a type and with an NSN other than what was requested, 
MAJ Siapson said he had not taken his notebook with hia and did 
not have "tha foggiest idea what stock nuaber I was signing for 
that aorning." He said ha signed the receipt at about 0130 or 
0200 in the aorning. He denied having taken with hia (fron 
Washington to Redstone Arsenal) a draft DD Fora 1348-1. Prior to 
the first delivery of aissiles to the CIA, COL Lincoln notified 
MAJ Siapson that the pri*:e was too low because the Aray could not 
replace TOW aissiles with ITOWs or TOW 2s for the price being 
charged. He thought COL Lincoln said the price should be 
approximately $9,000. MAJ Siapson replied that the AMDF price 
was the correct price to be charged for an item no longer in 
production. In later testimony describing that conversation, he 
said, "... we had already reviewed that issue and killed it with 
the regulation." He reported COL Lincoln's call to LTG Russo, 
who told hia to get the lawyers involved because he (LTG Russo) 
too thought the price was too low. At that time, or perhaps 
sooner, LTG Russo told hia he thought the price was about $6,000. 
MAJ Siapson did not Xnov where LTG Russo got that figure. He 
said LTG Russo studied AR 37-60 and told hia that it was a 
terrible price ($3,469), but "we're fixed." He said that LTG 
Russo felt like COL Lincoln did and wasn't happy with the 
decision to charge $3,469. That was the last tine he and LTG 
Russo discussed TOW niselle pricing. He said he never went back 
to the CIA for aore aoney. In late May 1986 (after completion of 
the ITOW convereion), Mr. George Williams advised MAJ Siapson 
that an error had bean made and aissiles which had been converted 
(from 71C to 71A1) were still in Condition Code "N". MAJ Siapson 
replied, "...well, does that affect, you know, we'd already had 
our second aission and tha third one was unscheduled, there was 
no fixed date anymore for the third one, just that it was going 
to happen sometime in the year. And in ay closing days, I said, 
well, George, I said, you'll have to bring that issue up when 
they get ready to do the third shipment, Z said, because as far 
as I'a concerned, I said, I don't have any problem with you 
charging aore for that. I said that was soaathing you didn't 
know about and Z said, to as, you know, we've asked then before 
on a third shipment, that's a new, kind of a naw project. And, 
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b\ ^dldn^^wow thara wasn't any fixed data or achadula, and in 
t getting ready to laava to go ovaraaas at 

th - laia tiaaTTBa ho Mid, thara aay not avan ha a third 
shipment, aaid that may ba all that ve've asked for." (IG NOTE: 
During tha conversion process, Anniaton A ray Dapot quariad tho PN 
TOW office aa to which aiaallaa to uaa and vara told by Mr. Laa 
Alkenberg that it didn't aattar. Aa a result, Condition Coda H N" 
BGK-71C aiaallaa vara pullad from atock for convaraion to 71A1. 
Flva hundrad of thaaa aiaallaa vara aubaaquantly tranafarrad to 
tha CIA in tha third ahlpaant. Tha CIA haa baan advlaad of thair 
Condition Coda N N" atatua. Tha raaaindar ara on hold at Anniston 
Any Dapot. (Exhibita 0; AD)] Whan aakad if ha baliavad LTG 
Ruaao had anough lnfonation availabla to make tho right pricing 
decisions, KAJ Slops on aaid that LTG Ruaao railed on him for 
intonation and that ha (KAJ Slopson) did not have anough 
lnfonation. Ho added that if there vaa a pricing error, ha 
baliavad that ha and MICOM vara jointly raaponaibla. Ha aaid 
that in retrospect, ha baliavad tha price should have baan ouch 
higher than vhat vaa charged. (Exhibita B-9, pp 20-24, 27, 29, 

31-31, 40, 42-45, 47-41, 50-53, SI-69, C-SI, C-59, C-76, C-81-83, 
C-88, C-90, C-91; B-21, pp 6, 7, 23, 24, 37, 38) 0 l AD) 


HAJ Edvard Frothlnc hao. Legal Adviao: 

[from approximately 


epteaber 
initial involvement in tha 


^^^^(IjfS^H^Jdvar^rrothinaha 
198^t^!arc^l986^ootifionSatTR a 

■laalla sale vaa when HAJ Slopoon asked hia to oast with LTG 
Ruaao concerning tha establiahaent of a reimbursement figure for 
the TOW aiaallaa. He did. not know the ultimata destination of 
tha eiaailas but did know they vara being tranafarrad ter tha cia 
under tha Economy Act. At tha easting with LTG Ruaao, two prices 
vara dlacuasad, the raplacaaant coat versus tha procurement cost 
plus modification and shipping. Ha said HAJ Simpson yea also at 
tha easting with LTG Ruaao when ha (HAJ Frothinghme) Initially 
advised that tha Army should charge a price sufficient to restore 
our atock of aiaallaa. He recalled that price being 
approximately $1,000. He did not recall being advised that thara 
vaa a specific price for a missile with a M0IC. Had ha been told 
there vaa an AKDF prica for a basic TOW with KOIC, he would have 
advised to charge that price. He said that LTG Russo m 
vaa that charging the higher prica would not be fair to the CIA 
aince the Army would be receiving more than tha coat of tha basic 
TOW plus modification and shipping costa. J 1 Sf U V l ° n 

of reducing tha coat "to ba more in line with the lack of 
desirability of the item or tha dapraciation, if you will, of the 
item." The end result vaa that tha Army would charga whatever it 
cost for the baeic TOW plus tha coat of modification. Ha 
remembered it to be approximately $3,500 par missile. Ha did not 
elke an extensive review or take notes becauae he thought ODCSLOG 
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would com to hla for a final ravlaw. Ha adviaad hla boas, col 
M cDonald, of what ha had dona and had no aora thoughts of tha 
•attar until ha raad of It In tha nsvspaper. (Exhibit B-lo, dd 
5-8, 10) 


(9) (S) COL Lincoln, PM TOW, aaid that during ona of 

tha vary firat contacta ha, or parhapa aoaaona in hia offica had 
with ODCSLOO, MAJ Simpson atatad tha naad for BGM-71A TOW 
■iaallaa and aaid ha had paraonally looked up tha prlca of tha 
alaallaa and determined tha AKOP prlca to ba $3,169. Tha PM TOW 
offica confiraad that HAJ siapaon had dataralnad tha corract 
prlca for a BGM-71A. COL Lincoln did not know tha alaallaa vara 
for tha CIA. Khan tha raqulraaant waa addad that alaallaa ba in 
Condition Coda "A", MAJ Siapaon vaa adviaad that a MOXC auat ba 
inatallad. MAJ Siapaon aakad what that coat would ba and vaa 
told "about $300." MAJ Siapaon aaid, "2 guaaa va will add $300 
to tha prlca that va hava alraady coxa up with, adding $300 to 
$3,169, and that will ba tha price." COL Lincoln aaid that ha 
was not involved, but "there appeared to ba agreement by both 
parties that was proper. And ao, va arrived at tha price of 
$3,469 ao tha proper price." Khan aakad why tha prlca vaa not 
•at at $8,43S, ha aaid, "Because after tha initial look-up it vas 
determined that va vara only adding thia three hundred dollar 
itaa to tha aiaoila that vaa reflected as thirty-one sixty-nine, 
so tha proper pricing change would ba simply to add tha three 
hundred dollars to tha price va had already lookad up." COL 
Lincoln did not know of anyone in hla offica who advised tha 
DCSLOO point of contact (MAJ Siapaon) that there vaa a different 
HSN for a basic aiaoila with a MOIC. COL Lincoln only became 
•vara of tha HSM difference in tha last few weeks (November- 
December 1986). At some later tiaa, after MAJ Siapaon added tha 
requirement that all alaallaa aust ba in Condition Coda "A", ha 
(MAJ Simpson) vaa told by aoaaona in tha PM TOW offica that 
"adequate stocks vara not available" and a aisslla with a MOIC 
inatallad and with "a different modal number" was required. (IG 
NOTE! At tha tiaa tha raquiraaent^oj^onditlon Coda "A" 
alaailas became known, there varj^HH|^^BBGM-71A2 missiles on 
hand. There vara approxiBataly^MFoiCeoTrhand, an 
insufficient number to modify enough 71A alaallaa, converting 
tfaea to 71A2 alaallaa. Those two faota are apparently vhat COL 
Lincoln meant by "adequate stocks vara not available." Tha 
"different aodel number" ha referred to vaa apparently tha 71A1 
alaallaa to ba "produced" by converting or downgrading the. 7ic 
ITOM alaallaa.) COL Lincoln taatiflad that upon discovering that 
insufficient MOICo vara on hand to aaat tha customer's needs, 
ITOWa vara offered but rejected. Tha decision vaa than Bade to 
aodlfy ITOWa (converting 7lCs to 71Ala) to accompllah tha 
alaaion. Whan told that thara vaa avldanca that MAJ Simpson had 
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■aid tha CXA would have paid anythin? that vaa asked if good 
raaaon vara given, COL Lincoln aaid ha want to a ganaral officar 
(not furthar identified; probably LTO Burbulaa) and triad to make 
a caaa with hi* for charging a higher price, and failad. Ha alao 
aaid Mr. Gaorga Williams aada anough of a point to gat MAJ 
Siapaon to go to tha Ganaral Counaal to inquira about tha prica 
and word caaa back that tha prica would atay Ilka it vaa. On two 
othar occasions in hla testimony, COL Lincoln aada rafaranca to 
hearing that tha Aray Ganaral Counaal rejected PH TOW arguments 
for a highar price. Ha said, N ve started with a certain prica, 
va became seal-locked into that price, and va did aaka thaaa 
othar attaapta to change tha price, which ware not adequate." Ha 
furthar taatifiad ha did not recall hearing of a prica of $1,435 
during tha tlaa tha transact Iona vara taking place. Ha said both 
ha and his Deputy, Kr. Williama, believed tha prica charged was 
drastically low from tha point of view of buying TOW 2a as 
raplacaaants. They aada that point with LTO Burbulaa, and COL 
Lincoln was in tha rooa whan LTO Burbulaa talked to LTO Russo. 

Ha aaid LTO Burbulaa aada tha point that tha prica was too low, 
but tha argument vaa rajactad by LTO Russo. Xn summarising hia 
taatiaony about prioing aiaallaa for the tranaaction, he aaid it 
vaa agreed upon by both parties that S3,149 waa an appropriate 
prica for a basic TOW, "...and than with tha new condition of a 
KOXC, slaply adding thraa hundred dollars aada aanaa to both 
parties. One or both parties perhapa should hava had tha 
foresight or tha training to say aayba a different prica appliea, 
AMDF price apacifically, but at laaat during tha critical 
deliberations, to ay knowledge, that didn't go through anybody's 
Bind. Maybe it did someone later, aayba some of tha othar 
individuals involved can atata that, yaa, they in fact did that. 

I don't hava any direct knowledge that aoaaona vaa triggered to 
think that va now hava a different prica, a different AMDF prica, 
and va need to go look it up or change tha price." (Exhibits B- 
11, pp 4-5, 7, 9-15, 21-22, 35-39, 431 0) 

(10J (U) Mr. Gaorga G. Williams, foraer Deputy PM TOW, 

taatifiad that tha original alaslon froa 0DCSLOG, which was 
passed to COL Lincoln, called for tha basic, 3,000 aster TOW 
alsslle with a 5 inch warhead. Whan ODC8LOG was told tha only 
way tha alaslon could be accomplished was with Condition Coda "N" 
alssllas, tha request waa modified to add tha requirement that 
tha alssllas be in Condition Coda "A”. Ha was aware by tha 
second weak into tha alaslon that it would be necessary to- 
provide aissllss with a MOXC installed. At the time tha initial 
transactions vara taking place, ha did not know that a basic TOW 
and a basio TOW with a MOXC installed had a different NBH. Ha 
learned about tha different X8N sometime after tha first shipment 
but did not tall MAJ Siapson there was a different HSN. At tha 
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time of tha transaction, ha was not avara of tha $8,435 prica and 
did not know until recently that thara vaa a diffarant prica. 

Tha prica for tha basic TOW without a MOXC had baan astablishad 
at $3,169. Tha PM TOW offica statad tha prica of tha KOXC was 
$300, basad on what they wara paying for it plus an estimate for 
tha cost of installation. Ha believed tha prica of $3,469 was 
sat by tha paopla in 0DCSL0G by adding $300 to tha cost of a 
basio TOW. Kr. Williams said that all of his convarsations with 
HAJ Simpson wara dlractad at obtaining a prica which would 
raplaca tha mlssilas baing transfarrad with TOW 2 miss lias. Ha 
said MAJ Simpson confarrad with DA lagal counsal (not furthar 
idantifiad) and subsequently advlsad him that tha $3,169 was 
lagal. Ha addad that ha "had tha laprassion all through this 
whola daal that tha customar had baan told a prica, and wa 
waran't going to vary a whola hall of a lot diffarant than that. 
How that is ay personal opinion of tha whola thing." Kr. 

Williams did not laarn of tha six up on Condition Coda "H" versus 
"A" during tha conversion of XTOWs until approxiaately one month 
after it was dona. (Exhibit 8-12, pp 4-5, 7-10, 15-16, 30-31, 

39 ) 


(11) (U) Kr. Chris J. Leachaan, Jr. foraer Logistics 

Kanagaaent Specialist and currant Acting Deputy PK TOW, testified 
that his initial involveaent was when ha was called one Sunday 
(probably 19 January 1986) by COL Lincoln and told to check 
pricing and availability on soaa TOW aissiles whan ha want to 
work tha following day. Ha baliavad COL Lincoln mentioned a 
price of $3,169 for a basic TOW aissila in his telephone call but 
ho knew that aaount would not purchase TOW 2s as replaceaents. 

Ha did not think tha requestor understood at tha time tha 
difference between Condition Codas "A" and "H". Ha knew thara 
was a diffarant N8H for a basic TOW and a TOW with KOXC installed 
but didn't know if ha made anyone aware of tha difference. Ha 
said if tha PH and his Deputy didn't know thara wara different 
NSNs for tha two mlssilas, it was probably his fault for not 
tailing them. In diecuseino whether or not. tha PK TOW pricing 
experts wara involved in pricing this transaction, ha said, M l 
believe tha price was determined by tha paopla in DCSLOG tailing 
us it vaa thirty-one eixty-nine. Wa said, 'no.' we told them 
what it was really worth, and thay said, 'Wall, what is tha MOIC 
worth?' Wa told them about three hundred dollars, and they came 


up with thirty-four sixty-nine and I think it was a dictated 
prica." Whan asked if anyone in odcsloo was notified of tha 
$8,435 prica, ha said, "X don't remember tha conversation, but X 
believe wa did. X believe that thay had access to tha AKDF 
price, tha same, wall, X know thay had access to tha AKDr prica, 
thay came up with tha first thirty-one sixty-nine. Once it was 
decided that wa wara going with missiles with KOXCs on them they 
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alao An aw vhat that stock number was, 1512; thay had accaas to 
tha same AHDF that I had.- Tha prlcaa were thara in January of 
'It,* Ka furthar taatifiad that KAJ Siapaon had tha atocA numbar 
for tha baelc TOW with MOIC 71A2, saying, "I Anow that ha had tha 
stock numbar whan ha cama down hara to pick tham up. Ha Anaw 
what-- ha-- I didn't kaap it, but ha had a handvrittan copy of a 
1341 with atock numbar and everything on it. I hava no avidanca 
of that bacauaa wa thraw it away, wa took it and typad it." Ha 
addad that it was tha corract stock numbar for tha miiisilas which 
wara dalivarad. Mr. Laachman knaw tha XTOW had a diffarant nsn 
and pries. Whan it bacama nscassary to modify tha ITOWe, thay 
did not bring up pries again bacauaa it waa considarad to ba a 
moot iaaua. Ha did not know tha ultimata daatination of tha 
misailaa. Ha addad that ha honaatly baliavad tha pries for tha 
missilss had baan dictatad to tham by ODCSLOG. Whan told thara 
waa avidanca that tha PH TOW offica failad to provida any good 
argumants to incraaaa tha pries and failad to tall him thara was 
a diffarant NSH and AHDF aftar tha first day, ha rapliad, 

•Absolutely untrue." (Exhibit B-13, pp 6-9, 11, 13-17, 24-25, 

26, 37-3S) 

(12) (U) LTC Larry W. Armbright, Logiatlca Support 

Coordinator, ODCSLOG, atatad that ha only racantly laarnad that a 
baaic miaaila with a MOIC had a diffarant NSN than a basic 
miasila without a MOIC. Ha didn't know thera waa a diffarant 
pries for a miasila with a MOIC Installad. In Kay 1986 ha did 
not know thara waa a modal numbar othar than 71A2 involvad. 

Whila accapting tha third shipmant in Hovaabar 1986 ha noticad 
tha modal and NSN wara diffarant from tha May shipmant. Ha was 
told by Mr. Colliar (Mr Gaorga E. Colliar, PM TOW Offica) that 
addition of tha MOIC changad tha modal numbar. Ha only racantly 
laarnad that ITOWa wara downgraded to satisfy tha total 
requirement. Ha did not discuss pricing with LTG Russo or KAJ 
Frothingham nor did ha know of any discussions about keeping tha 
pries down. Whan aakad if ha knaw before 17 November 1986 if COL 
Lincoln had challenged tha TOW miasila price, ha referenced a 14 
May 1966 discussion and rapliad as follows. "It seams to me -- 
challenged I don't think is tha right word — am I recall whan I, 
and I hadn't thought of this until just now but, as I recall, 
whan I was thara in Kay, COL Lincoln and Mr. Laachman and I had 
a -- that'a tha first I had mat them, so wa ware sitting thara 
talking, and, uh, a question cama up on, uh, that thay wara -- a 
atatamant to tha affect thay wara unhappy with tha price. .But 
that was because that waa tha price in tha AMDF, because thay 
hadn't changad tha AMDF and thay wara stuck with tha AMDF price. 

It wasn't that thay wara getting something diffarant. It wasn't 
that thara had baan modifications made, models, stock numbers, 
none of that cams up. It was only, wa'va got an error in tha 
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AKDP and tha AKOP prica la vhat va hava to liva with 'causa 

that'a. and va'ra tak'ing atapa to corract tha AKDP. uh, so 

that »ay countar avarythlng Z told you earlier, but I hadn't 
thought of that conversation. Thay didn't raally challanga tha 
prica. That vaa juat a "va'ra unhappy but va'va acravad up; va 
didn't update tha AKDP and va'ra going to hava to do that." Ha 
aaid thare vaa no diacuasion that tha AKDP prica for tha aissila 
being shipped vaa actually auch higher than vhat vaa being 
charged. (Exhibit 1-14, pp 1-4) 

(13) (0) Kr. Collier testified that ha and Hr. Leachaan 
talked about the fact that 13,149 vaa too lov a prica for tha 

I TOW. Thera vaa a marked difference betveen tha AKDP price for 
an ITOM and the price being charged for a converted XTOM. 

(Exhibit B-1S, p 33) 

(14) (U) Kr. Billy R. Bentley, Chief, Prograa 
Management Office, PM TOM Office, testified that hie office was 
responsible for pricing TOW aiaailaa. His office vaa not 
involved at tha outsat in tha eetablishaent of a corract aissila 
price. He attended a Beating at HQ MICOM along with Mr. 

Leachaan, Kr. Williams, a CZA representative, and XAJ Siapaon. 

It vaa hie iapraaaion that MAJ Siapaon vaa informing them vhat 
tha prica of the aiaailaa vould be. It vaa Mr. Bentley's 
understanding that tha price had already been determined to be 
$3,469 ($3,169 plus $300). (Exhibit B-16, pp 5, 7-S, 13) 

_(15) (S/ORCOM) 

HHIHH Directorate or operations, CIA, testified that his 
initial involvement in tha ansa transfer vaa on II January (1986) 
at a aaating in the White Rouse vhere he set vlth Admiral 
Poindexter, LTC worth, and tvo other CZA representatives. Ha vas 
shovn the Presidential Plnding which authorised tha sale of 
military equipment to I ran to support building a strategic 
relationship vith I»n.MHH|Hvaa to be tha CIA contact 
for LTC North and vaa t^TOup^xWlatice and finance mechanism 
by vhich money could be transferred into an account controlled by 
the CZA and subsequently turned over to DOO in payment for 
American veapons that vould oots out of DOD stocks. A few days 
later LTC Worth told him to contact LTG Povell for instructions. 
LTC Worth said he vould arrange to have Kr. Weinberger or Kr. 

Taft informed of the CIA financial and logistical mechanism and 
vould taakDODt^aell veapons to the CIA. As instructed by LTG 
Povell contacted LTO Russo. They discussed the sale 
of TOW missilesandlMmil^lHVoa id tha initial discussion may 
not have specified the figure TySOI because tha number varied 
from 4,500 to 4,906 and finally settled at 4,501. The first sale 
vas to be 1,000 TOWs. He testified that on 23 January 1916 LTG 
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Ruaao gave hi* a prica figure of $6,000 par aiaaila. 
aaid ha had son* experience vi^h pricing and different aliitary - 
aalaa figure* ao ha asked LTG Ruaao vhat that figura rapraaantad. 
Although not cartain of LTG Ruaao*a apacific reaponae, ha 
racallad it vaa "the currant raplacaaant valua for tha tow." Ha 
said LTC Worth had told hi* it vaa not important to giva tha 
Iranian* tha aost racant TOWa. Ha further taatifiad that LTC 
North aaid, "What tha Aray ought to do la try and find tha oldaat 
batch in tha varahouaa anyvhara in tha country and uaa thoae." 
Speaking of tha guidanc* ha got froa LTC North, ha aaid ve didn't 
cara if a coupla of thea didn't go off, adding that thia vaa not 
tha uaual kind of rHS aal* vhara va'ra terribly concerned about 
U.S. bona fldee or giving good veapona. Ha dialy racallad that 
vhan ha told LTC North tha $*,000 figura, LTC North aaid 
aoaathing lika, "that*a too auch" or "that can't ba tha right 
figura." Ha aaid ha aeeaed to raaeaber that ha callad LTG Ruaao 
tvo or thro* tiaea about pricing and dialy racallad ona 
convaraation in vhich ha told LTG Ruaao that LTC North thought 
tha $6,000 prica vaa too high because "ve veren't buying current 
aodal TOWa." Ha did not reaeabar receiving a prica figura froa 
LTC North that h* vaa to paaa to LTG Ruaao. Ha recalled LTG 
Ruaao'a raaponaa to ba that ha vould "have another look at those 
figure* and that ha vould hava to aaek guidance on... vhat the 
coat vould be in the project." Hia discussion* with LTG Ruaao 
vera an atteapt to get the price lover baaed on the fact that LTC 
North had told hia the $6,000 figure vaa too high. He aaid that 
in retroapact ona could vondar if tha atteapt to get a lover 
prica had anything to do vith Contra funding, but at that point 
thara vaa no hint to hia that thara vaa anything auspicious in 
tha fact that LTC North thought va ought to ba buying 
aiaailaa and that ha thought tha price vaa too high. 1 
aaid tha aoney for payaent vaa coning froa Iran through 
intermediaries and tha CIA vantad to ensure that both POD a nd the 
CIA did not lose aoney and that the CIA didn't profit, 

■HUB* a id. the price did not change directly froa $6,ooo to 
13,400T" Rather, ha said, LTG Ruaao mentioned several other 
figures in betvaan. Tha price never vent above $6,000. Ha said 
hia comment on tha intermediate prices vaa baaed on "fuxzy" 
recollec tion and too a uch emphasis s hould not ba placed on hi* 
comment. ^■■■■■gte stifled that(CIA) and MAJ 
Simpson evlhtually came up vith the prica betvaan $3,000 and 
$3,400. On 37 January 1986, LTG Ruaao told him tha_ * 

$3,469. Ha passed tha price to LTC North. Ha said! 
reported to him at ona point that tha Aray vaa "havT 
time figur ing out which prices to charge" and ha remembered that 
|told hia that KAJ Slnmao n advised him at ona point 
. lea vaa $4,S00 or $4,400. ■H^HHIHadded thatflM 
Ih*d ona or tvo conversations vith LTG Ruaao and than h* 
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l and KAJ Siapson "started going craty together, 

Every day for two weeks...until they got that figure settled on." 
He did not recall what type or model number of TOW was requested, 
other than a basic TOW, He did not know what the te rms Conditio n 
Code ”A" or M N M or MOIC meant and did not remea*bei^M0^H^|K|| 
d iscussing t hose terms with him. Once a price was detertTneT^ 
^■■■■■■tpassed that to LTC Worth along with instructions on 
l vhatbankto deposit the money in, what ac count number to use, 
and the total amount of funding required. ■BHHHHHaaid he 
had no indication that anyone in the Army knew or tne™inal 
destination of the missiles. (Exhibits B-22, pp 2-10, 14, 15, 

17, 19; 8-32, p It; 8-34, p 1) 

(IB) (S/SRCOH) 

.CIA, testified thst at about 1730 on 17 January 1916 he attended 
a meeting at the CIA headquarters concern ing the tranalaJL-Q f 
approximately 4,508 TOW miasile^to Iran. a 

representative f rou thajMHmHA and twootner CIA employees 
were present. ^■■HHHKoldthe group there wee confusion in 
the Army on the price but it was thought to be approximately 
$6,000 per mleaile. LT^RussoJ^ieme was associated with the 
pricing uncertainty.VHmpiHwss sent to the Pentagon that 
evening to visit LTO Russo ana crmterm lns the specif ic version of 
the TOW to be provided end the price, ^■■■■■■said he would 
^allLTGRusso to irrange the meeting andLT^Tusso was expecting 
■MHHHkupon his arrival the evening of 17 January 1986 (IG 
HOTZi rurther investigation revealed that the meeting with LTG 
Russo probably tool place on 24 January 1916). LTG Russo told 
him there had been confusion on the price and that further 
research ahowed the higher price had been based on a later 
version of the TOW. The missile being provided would cost 
approximately $3,400 plus ancillary costs such as packing and 
crating, transportation, and a modification thatflHggBMHl 
thought Involved improvements to the guidance system.He said 
that LTG Russo requested at the 17 January 1986 meeting that the 
CIA sign for the missiles at the point of transfer and once the 
missiles were under CIA control, that they accomplish minor 
extern al sanitising such as the removal of lot numbers 
MHBvas of the opinion that some background work haJ 
done prior to his 17 January 1986 meeting with LTG Russo. 
Otherwise, he said, it would not be likely that LTG Russo would 
have been able to quote TOW missile prices. He and LTG Russo did 
not discuss condition codes except, to establish that the missiles 
would be serviceable.assumed they would be 
Condition Code "A" because that wn normal procedure in obtaining 
ordnance from the Army. Within a week of meeting with LTG Russo 
the price had been pinned down to $3,469 plus the add-ons and 
ITOW modification. When asked why a written request was not 
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prasantad to tha Any id nonal raquiaition 

procaduraa vara not foTTovaa bacausa of tha sansitivity of tha 
projact 
south, 
ha did 
aaid th 

Slapaon vaa undar any praaaura to aatabliah a lovar prica or to 
kaap tha prica lov. To hia knovladga, no ona within tha Any 
knav that tha ultimata daatination vaa Iran. Ka racallad no 
arguaanta or dabataa concarning tha prica incraaaa dua to 
changing froa Condition Coda "N" to "A N nor did ha raaaabar 
indicating Kr. Caaay would hava to obtain aora aonay to pay tha 
incraaaad aaount. Ka addad that ha aay hava aada such a 
atataaant bacauaa ha aarvad aa tha aaaaangar ralaying financial 
inforaatlon bvivaan tha CIA and tha Aray. With raapact to 
pricing, ha aaid thara vara no nagotlationa; ha arguad with KAJ 
Slapaon on packing and crating chargaa, but tha Any aat tha 
prlcaa. (Exhibit B-26, pp 1-13, 17-19, 22, 29, 30, 37, 41, 49, 
91, 96, 9S, 64, 62, 63, 66, 67, 91) 

(i7) (3/oRcoH) flHHHHHHHHHHHHIHH 

|HBHl||tutifiid that at tha tlaa aonay vaa aada available 

T^pay tha Any, ha did not know tha aourca of tha funds but ha 
vaa aaaurad that thay vara not funda appropriatad by Congraas. 

Ha vaa not avara that thara vaa a prica changa froa $3,169 to 
$3,469 but knav of tha aodificatlon cost aasociatad with tha Kay 
1966 transaction. Ka did not racall tailing anyona that Kr. 

Caaay would hava to obtain aora aonay froa tha Whita Houaa or 
froa tha Cabinat. (Exhibit B-29, pp 20-22, 25) 


it vaa a cza dacision to nanoza tna projact by word of 


axcapt for tha fund cartification docuaant 
not discuss NSHa in any of hia Any daalinga 
ara vaa no raaaon for hia to ballava LTG Russo' 


additionally. 


(II) (S/ORCOK)' _ _ _ _ 

- L -tastifisd that 

ho asilllifl hia dutlaa at tna ana of August 1916. Prior to that 
tlaa, ha had no knovladga of tha transfar of Any ana to Iran. 
Hia duty vaa to sarva as a facilitator batvasn tha CIA and 
outaida agancias, spaciflcally tha NSC. Ha had no diract 
daalinga with anyona in DOD. Tha prica of $3,469 par aissila had 
baan aat bafora ha aaouaad hia dutlaa. In Saptaabar or Octobar 
1966 a aaaaaga vaa paaaad to hia froa LTC Arabright, through a 
CIA aaployaa, that futura TOW aiaailaa bayond tha original 4,508 
would coat in tha ranga of (6,000 to (7,000 to $8,000. 
inforaad no ona of tha potantlal for futura changa.|^B__^____ 
aaid ha knav of no praaaura to aatabliah a lov prica ror tna to 
aiaailaa. (Exhibit B-30, pp 2-S, 12) 


(19) (8) LTG Ruaao and KAJ Slapaon, tha kay ODCSLOG 

playara and HQOA polnta of contact in tha tranaaction, knav tha 
tranafar of ana to tha CIA vaa to ba accoaplishad pursuant to 
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tha Economy Act. LTG Burbulaa and COL Lincoln, kay MXCOK playara 
with raapact to miaaila pricing, did not know tha aala vaa an 
Kconoay Act transfar. rurthar, LTG Burbulaa baliavad it was an 
FMS tranaaction. Paragraph 1*5, AR 37-60, atatad that aalaa to 
FKS cuatoaara would ba at tha raplacaaant or atandard prica, 
whichavar waa highar. (Exhibita B-6, pp 10, 22; B-7, pp 2 , 19; 
B-l, PP 9, 11, 21; B-9, P 41 ; B-ll, pp 17, 41; C) 

(20) (S) Tha following individuala wara intarviawad but 

providad no aignificant information concarning tha pricing of TOW 
aiaailaa for tranafar to tha CIAi 


(a) GEM John A. Wickham, Jr. (Exhibit B-3) 

(b) Mr. Richard L. Armitaga, Exec Laval IV (Exhibit B-17) 

(c) VADM Donald 8. Jonaa (Exhibit B-18) 

(d) MG William K. Sutar (Exhibit B-19) 

(a) Mr. David C. Roaanthal, GS-X3 (Exhibit B-20) 

(f) Mr. John C. coward, GS-11 (Exhibit B-21) 

(g) Mr. Thomaa A. Williford, GS-13 (Exhibit B-23) 

(h) Two CIA amployaaa (Exhibita B-31, B-33) 


b. (S) Diacuaaion: Tha only pricing guidanca paaaad to tha 
Any by LTG Povall waa that tha ana tranafar to tha CIA waa to 
ba accompllahad undar tha Economy Act and that tha Any waa to 
racovar tha coat of tha miaailaa and aarvlcaa. Tha lnvaatigation 
aurfacad no guidanca to kaap tha prica low or to aatabliah any 
apacific prica. Whan LTG Jovall tuakad tha Any, tha miaaila to 
ba providad waa daacribad only aa a "baaic TOW" or "vanilla TOW" 
miaaila. Tha taaking waa paaaad orally and no modal rnrnbar waa 
includad. Upon racaipt of tha miaaion, LTG Ragiatar taakad HAJ 
Simpaon to datanina TOW pricing and availability data. KAJ 
Simpaon got tha MSH from Mr. Hill and dataninad tha AMDF prica 
of tha "baaic TOW" miaaila to ba $3,169. Ha paaaad tha NSK to 
COL Lincoln and by tha and of tha firat day, COL Lincoln had 
confinad tha prica in tha AMDF and adviaad KAJ Simpaon that ha 
could aupport tha miaaion with miaailaa of tha MSH apaciflad at a 
coat of B3.169 oar mi aaila. On 20 or 21 January 1986, LTG Ruaao 
adviaadCIA, that tha prica par miaaila would ba 
$3,169 . w Latar in tha firat waak, it waa dataninad that tha 
prica quotad warn for Condition Coda "N" aiaailaa and that tha CIA 
naadad Condition Coda "A" miaailaa. It la not claajyjhomad^ha 
r aqua at or avan if thara waa a apacific raquaat,H|^^HHm^HI 
raquaata arm a lwava for aarvicaabla ammunition, which to tha CIA 
Tha PH TOW offlca adviaad that lnatallation of a 
llffewa^raquirad to convart tha aiaailaa to Condition Coda "A". 
Approxlaataly $300 waa aatabliahad by tha PM TOW offlca aa tha 
coat of purchaaing and inetalling tha KOXC. Aftar diacuaaiona 
batwaan ODCSLOG ajid. tha PM TOW Offica^tha adjuatad prica for tha 
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aiaailaa waa oat at $3,469. Both Kr. Leachman and Mr. Bantlay 
baliavad that PM TOW pricing axparta wara not utilisad during tha 
eetabliehment of a corract TOW prica. Tha CZA vaa told of tha 
raviaad prica and offarad no objection. LTO Ruoao did not know 
tha addition of a MOZC to tha 71A aodal convartad it to a 71A2 
aodal and ha did not know thara waa a prica diffaranca axcapt for 
tha'$300 modification charga. Maithar COL Lincoln, MAJ Siapaon, 
nor Kr. Williama knaw thara waa a diffaranca in HSH or prica, 
axcapt for tha $300 modification charga, batwaan a baalc TOW with 
a MOZC lnatallad and ona without a MOZC. A potantial $6,000 
prica vaa apparantly providad to tha CZA by tha Army aarly on, 
but va foundnoevidence it vaa uaad in tha final computation. 
AlthoughBBHN^Hlracallad ha told LTO Ruaao a prica of $6,ooo 
aaamad too high, nalthar LTO Ruaao nor MAJ Siapaon raportad any 
haggling ovar prica by tha CZA. Evan if tha CZA did ralay a 
concam that tha $6,000 flgura vaa too high, thara ia no avldanca 
that tha coaaant had any impact on tha final prica. Tha prica 
vaa almply axtractad from tha AMDF for tha baalc aiaailaa tha 
Army thought thay vara providing and tha coot of tha MOZC 
modification vaa addad to it. Zt ia claar that tha Army, not tha * * 
CZA, aatabllahad tha prica. A abort tiaa aftar tha CZA vaa told 
of tha prica ihcreaea to $3,469, it vaa determined thara wara not 
anough MOZC davicaa availabla to convart tha raquirad numbar of 
aiaailaa in tha tiaa allottad. Tha daclaion vaa aada to 
downgrade ZTOWa, convarting tham from 7ica to 7lAla. Mr. 

Williama told MAJ Siapaon tha 7ic vaa a aora axpanaiva aiaaila 
and tha cuatoaar ahould ba chargad aora aonay. MAJ Siapaon 
rafuaad to tall tha DCSLOO of tha prica incraaaa and told Mr. 
williama that aoaaona from tha PM TOW offica would hava to 
axplain tha incraaaa to tha DCSLOO, adding that it would ba 
aaaiar for tham to axplain why thay had not providad corract 
information. Ka apaculatad that hla comment lad to tha 
convaraation batwaan LTO Ruaao and LTO Burbulaa. Kovavar, LTO 
Burbulaa baliavad it vaa an 7MS tranaactlon and aada tha argument 
that tha Army ahould charga raplacaaant coat. LTO Ruaao 1 a 
contention vaa that tha Army vaa at ill aalling tha CIA a baalc 
TOW with a- MOZC and it did not make aanaa to charga more than 
93,469. raj acted LTO fcirbulea' argument and tha CZA vaa not 

aakad to pmy a bighar prloa. Mr. Leachman aaid MAT siapaon knew 
tha correct MSK, but MAJ Slmpaon denied it, and no ona could 
epeolfically remember providing hla with tha NSW. Concerning LTO 
Powell 1 a comment that LTO Ruaao aaid, ■Thara'a a vay to do thla 
and tha coat will coma in lover," tha lnvaatiaatora found no 
eupporting avldanca. LTO Ruaao recalled tailing LTO Powell of 
tha $3,169 and $3,469 prlcae and alao that ha may hava told him 
tha price could go am high aa $9,000. Ha alao may havetoldLM 
Povell of KICOKa pricing concama. LTO Povell andfl|HM^PHI 
both indicated price fluctuatlona but LTO Ruaao and MAJ pimpaon 
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could not recall any pricae providad to LTG Povall or tha CIA 
axcapt tha initial $6,000 and latar $3,169 and $3,469. Although 
mistakes vara made, thay appaarad to ba honaat miatakeo. Nona of 
tha avidanca indicatad intentional undarpricing on tha part of 
any Aray individual. 

(c) (U) Conclusions: 

(1) (U) Tha prica for a baaic TOW in Condition Coda 
"A" vaa datarainad by adding tha aatiaatad coat of an installad 
MOIC, $300, to tha AMDP prica of tha baaic (DGM-71A) TOW, $3,169. 
Tha raviaad prica, $3,469, vaa arronaoualy uaad for all aissilai 
•old to tha CIA. Tha corract prica for tha BGM-71A1 (dovngradad 
froa a BGM-71C) vaa not changad for tha last 500 aisailas aold. 
Tha errors aada by Aray paraonnal raaultad froa honaat mistakes. 
Contributing factors vara: 

(a) (U) Tha lack of a vrlttsn document spaclflcally 
identifying tha aissila being raquaatad. 

(b) (U) Failure of KICOH paraonnal to understand that 
tha transaction vaa being accomplished under tha Economy Act and 
that replacement prices vara not to ba charged. 

(c) (U) Incomplete knovledge of tha NSNs and standard 
prices for tha missiles supplied. 

(d) (U) Failure to fully utilise technical personnel 
in tha pricing process. 

(2) (U) Thera vas no evidence that anyone 
intentionally established an incorrect TOW aissila prica. 

9. (S) Issue IS: To vhat extant vara external praasuras a 

factor in charging tha CIA an incorrect prica? 

a. (8) Evidence: 

(1) (8) Hr. Richard L. Araltags, Assistant Secretary 

of Defense (International Security Affairs)(ASD(ISA)) said ha vas 
informed in lata January by LTG Povall that ha (Povall) had bean 
given instructions by tha Secretary of Defense to have tha Army 
move weapons to tha CIA. Ha vas subsequently told by LTG Povall, 
and by tha Secretary of Defense, that "the instructions ware 
Economy Act and don't lose money." Hr. Armitage testified there 
vas no pressure by him to keep the price dovn and he didn't know 
of any such pressure. However, he vas told by a Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence (SSCI) staff member that "...there may 
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have been a conversation that Ollie Forth had with one of the 
Army fellows involved." (Exhibit B-17, pp 4, 4, 10, 14) 

(2) (S) LTO Powell stated that in determining the 

prlea, "They (the Army) were under no pressure from the Office of 
ths Secretary of Defense or anybody in the Department of 
Defense,...no pressure came from us to do anything but charge the 
prica that was the correct price..." He also said that he was 
not aware of any pressure by the CIA to avoid price changes. 

When asked if anyone tried to influence him to get the price 
lower, LTO Powell answered "Ko. There was intereot in what the 
price should be and there was interest in getting the pries 
lower." LTO Powell did not indicate he felt under pressure 
external to DOD but he stated he had discussions on coat wit.i 
Admiral Poindexter and possibly LTC Worth and that "there wa* an 
issue early on as to how much the missiles were going to 
cost...how much was available to buy missiles and how many 

thm P*°P l « v «re negotiating with wanted...Iran had, 
obviously, TOWs to begin with; they had some feel for how much a 
TOW cost." He also said "I'm sure that...General Russo was also 
receiving Inquiries as to how to aet the price at a lower level, 
i* possible, by perhaps the same interlocutors or probably 
through the CIA." LTO Powell said that in the beginning everyone 
(to include the HSC) had the impression that TOWs coat around 
$4,000, and they were questioning the $10, coo figure mentioned 
later. When the price got down into the $4,000 range, it was 
"down where my interlocuters in the NSC had told me all along it 
ought to be." With respect to the discussions LTC Powell had 
with the NSC, he believed "the context in which we were answering 
questions and giving guidance to General Russo had nothing to do 
with trying to get the cost as low in order to get as much of the 
available money for some other nefarious purpose." (Exhibits B- 
1# PP 7-9; B-24, PP 3, 4, 6) 


(3> (S) LTO Russo stated "...nobody pressured me to 

keep the ooert down." He testified that LTG Powell said, "The 
Army was to—you know—retain their posture in terms of cost..." 
With respect to prices quoted to the CIA, he said that the CIA 
did not set or suggest the price and that, "There would have been 
nothing that would have precluded us from aolng back to the 
agency and telling them that the price is Incorrect." LTG Russo 
said he did not talk to LTC North or Admira l -Polndextstr-o r anyone 
else on the NSC. He added that when heLtoljHMBBHHof the 


$300 increase for ths MOIC, he thought^H^HMHsald^ 
"...well, that keeps us inside ths $ 297000,000 window," and 
stated there were no discussions on how high ths dollar price 
was. With regard to pressures outside DOD or the CIA, LTG Russo 
stated "...Powell never, to my recollection, never mentioned the 
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ESC or the White House." when asked about pricing pressure by 
LTC Worth on the Army he replied, "He may have, but I don't know 
who he would have been talking to." (Exhibits B-4, pp 22, 32, 

37j S-7, PP »/ 13-14) 

(4) (S) With respect to pressure put on hie in 

pricing, KAJ Simpson stated that no one ever pressured him to 
establish a certain price and no one ever told him to lover the 
price. Me said he did not negotiate with the CXA or anyone to 
establish a price, when asked if he felt pressured by the CIA to 
'Hceep the price down, he said "Wo, the only thing is when 
the...$300 was added, you know, we started with $3,149 and when X 
went back to get the $300 (for the MOIC) that was a big fight." 

Me was told the boss, "and X know he meant Kr. Casey," would have 
to go beck to the White House to get this resolved and "...that 
is intimidating when you know that every time somebody makes a 
mistake it's going to go to the White Mouse to get resolved." 
Additionally, KAJ Simpson said he told Mr. Williams that the 
price increase would be very embarrassing because th^Arm^Mjad 
already committed itself to a price. He also saidflHHmflH 
from the CXA said someone from the W8C was intimately Involved 
and since it was that level of people, "both he and the 
Comptroller were concerned about things being correct and 
straight." KAJ Simpson than learned from HICOM at least a week 
into the transaction (on approximately 27 January 1944) that to 
satisfy the entire 4,504 requirement, some XTOWe would have to be 
converted into basic TOWs because HOICe could not be provided in 
a timely manner. The Deputy PM, Kr. williams, said that it was a 
different priced missile with a significantly higher price and 
that, "the customer is going to have to pay more." KAJ Simpson 
responded that "if somebody is going to tell the DCSLOG that we 
need more money now, again, yet again...then you guys are going 
to have to go to the DCSLOO and tell them you need more money and 
tell them (sic) you screwed up...that's your problem right now as 
far as I'm concerned." MAJ Simpson said ha did not inform LTC 
Russo of this new pricing problem himself. He told HICOM that if 
the price was going to change, they were going to have to settle 
with the DCSL0Q. Ha further testified that the reason he wanted 
someone else to explain was because of the imoact it was going to 
have and becausa it would be easier for Kr. Williams to explain 
the error. "I never heard another word about it." He did not 
know if this speciflo problem was brought to LTO Russo's 
attention, but ha did not inform LTO Russo that KICOM said*the 
onverted ITOWs would cost more . KAJ Simps on did add, however, 
■■■■■■■■■■■BIIHH^Bthey never argued 

_price .^"Whatever price we gave them; they paid." The 

concern was about the trouble of continually going back with 
changes. Concerning pressures outside of D0D and the CIA, MAJ 


^jojver 
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Siapaon aaid ha navar talked to LTC North, AdLairal Poindaxtar or 
anyona froa tha NSC or tha whita Houaa. (Exhibit B-9, pp is, 29 
30, SO, 91, 62, 64, 66, 91, 97, 114) 

(5) (U) LTO Burbulaa, MICOM commander at tha tiaa of 
tha transaction, aaid ha was involvad in pricing bacausa tha PH 
TOM advisad hia that tha prica ha vaa diractad to charga by 
DCLSOG aaaaad low. Ha took this isaua to LTO Russo, who aaid ha 
would taka it undar adviaaaant. LTC Burbulaa "was latar informed 
that tha dacision had baan aada and tha lowar prica would ba tha 
prica that would ba used." Thia call could not ba apacifically 
ralatad to tha concarn by tha Daputy PM TOM that tha convartad 
ITOWs should coat aora, howavar. LTO Burbulaa aaid, "Ha vara 
baing told tha prica. Z objected to that prica. DA ovarrulad ay 
objection. I aalutad and aovad up (sic) and didn't fight tha 
isaua any aora." LTO Burbulaa did not gat tha iapression that 
LTO Russo was undar praasure. Ka also atatad ha did not hava any 
convaraationa with anyona outside tha Amy on thia subject. 
(Exhibit 8-6, pp 3, 21, 23} 

(6) (S) COL Lincoln, PM TOW, said ha did not talk to 
anyona froa tha White Houaa, NSC, or CIA. with raapact to 
diacuaaiona with HQDA, ha said, "I recall... that there vaa an 
iapression given (froa HQDA to tha TOW Project Office) that tha 
custoaer had baan told about thia prica and va had batter not 
change it." Ka also aaid, "Because of tha highly unuaual nature 
of this aission, I think that inhibited all of us froa perhaps 
raising aora aubatantiva issues about tha prica. Perhaps not 

that strong, but I-I vaguely recall that such an iapression was 

given to ayaelf and aoaa of tha other people, that va aora or 
lass had a—va had determined a prica in tha beginning, within 
tha first weak or two there, and bacausa of tha highly unuaual 
nature of this aission I think that inhibited all of us froa 
perhaps raising aora eubetantial issues about this prica. Tor 
axaapla, if I was told that wa would gat saro for these aissilas 
I probably wouldn't hava questioned it, tha whole deal was so 
unusual. Bo there vere--ve vara all to aoaa degree inhibited 
about going through our normal procedures, not only in tha 
pricing area but in all areas having to do with this mission, 
because it was so unuaual, in that it was all dona by phone 
calls. That certainly inhibited me throughout this whole 
affair." Although ha raised his concerns with LTO Burbulaa that 
tha prica of $3,469 was too low bacausa tha Amy could not* 
replace tha basic TOW with a currant version for that prica, ha 
said that tha major point was not that tha corraot AKOP prica was 
different. However, ha thinXa it would not hava aada any 
difference to HQDA if they had coma up with a different NSN or 
AMDP price bacausa "va became semi-locked into that prica." 
(Exhibit B-ll, pp 6, 15, 22, 35, 36) 
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(S/ORCO H^Wit^ragar^t^tha CIA influanca on th a 
_|CIA^provida^th^foTlowin^infon»ation^^^K 

_latatad, "T^dialy racall ona conversation in which I told 

Ruaao back that Worth thought that original coat figura of $6,000 
vaa too high bacausa va varan't buying currant aodal T0W*.« Ha 
addad that LTC Horthaaidhavaa going to do aoaa invaatigation 
on hia aida but haggpH|H||BJBdid not know who LTC Worth 
^alkad to or whathar ha had any diract baaring on tha final coat. 
■■■■■■■gHaaid told LTC Ruaao that tha figura waa too high. 
•^LTO Ruaao raapondad that ha would hava anothar look at tha 
figuraa and that ha vouldhav^t^aaak guidanca on what tha coat 
would ba in tha projact. flBHHHHUlao aaid prica waa not 
tarrl bly laportant to tha CIA aa long\a thay broka avan and got 
paid.waa aakad whathar or not ha thought thara vara 
nagotiatlona batwaan tha Any and tha CIA and ha aaid no, that 
tha Aray told tha CIA tha prica. Ha aaid no ona in tha Aray gava 
hia any indication thay vara trying to hold tha prica down to a 
cartain figura or a lowar figura, but "I think tha quaation caaa 
up whathar thia vaa tha actual raplacaaant coat of tha aiaaila. 

It vaa ay undaratandingthat tha basic TOW vaa no longar in 
production." JHHBIHIflH* urt har said ha did not baliava for any 
raason that thay vara under any prassura to kaap tha prica down 
or gat tha prica down - "quita contrary, va wara baing gougad a 
littla bit, $241,000 or vhatavar to rapair it." Ha said ha 
wasn't involvad with WSC paopla until tha sacond phaaa. Latar, 
ha aat with WSC paopla, and, "...ay undarstandina thia thing caaa 
from tha highaat lavals..." However did not haar 

any diacuasiona in anj^oraaboutlra^nlvTn^^nTy ao much aonay 
to pay for a aissila.4HHH^IHHHV"vas awara anyona 
in CIA...baing undar prasaur^tohoT^covn costa" and was not 
awara of any CIA concam about prica axcapt that tha addition of 
tha dapot modification coat (for convarting ITOWs into basic 
TOWs) "waa aoaawhat of a aurprisa to us." Ha said ha was not 
awara of any conatamation ovar a changa in nrica or of tha CIA 
tailing tha Any that approval would ba raquirad from tha whita 
Housa for such a prica incraasa. Hovavar, ha aaid ha fait it was 
iaparativa to know what tha bast aatiaata waa whanavar talking to 
tha Any bacauaa "as I undaratood, thara waa no raturning for 
aonay ones you got an aatiaata publlshad, that waa it." Exhibits 
1*22, pp 9, 6, •; B-2S, PP 7, I, 11) 8-26, pp 59, 56, 17, 91) 


(S) (U) VAOK Jonaa, OEM Wickhaa, GEW Thu nan and LTG 

Ragistar aaid thay did not discuss pricing or provlda any pricing 
guidanca. During a discussion of thia invaatigation on it 
January 1917, GEW Wickhaa obsarvsd that it ia not uncoaaon or 
unraaaonabla for tha CXA to solicit tha bast possibls prica for 
aquipaant. (Exhibits 8-2, pp i, 7r 8-3, pp 3, 9i 8-4, PP B " 
IS, PP 4-9) 
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b. (S) Discussion: It sppssrs thsrs was no impression 
given to anyone in the Amy that the price needed to be reduced 
to a specified amount or that it needed to be lowered ao that 
excess funds could be used for another purpose or for any other 
reason. Thera vaa evidence that comments were Bade to the Amy 
that the initial price figure mentioned to the CIA (which could 
be construed to be a "replacement" price) was considered too 
high, but only from the standpoint that the TOWs requested were 
older missiles snd people in the HSC had an idea of what they 
thought was a reasonable price for those missiles; there was no 
impropriety in the CIA (or NSC) seeking the best possible price 
for items it was purchasing. The investigators could not verify 
the SSCI staff comment that "there may have been conversation 
that Ollie North had with one of the Amy fellows involved." 

There appears to have been subtle pressure by HQDA on MICOM and 
the PM TON not to change the price. This impression may have 
stemmed from the fact that the HQDA action officer said he was 
told by the CIA that approval for the funds was coming from a 
very high level. Therefore, HQDA was concerned about making any 
price changes once an initial price quote of $3,169 had been 
provided. 

c. (S) Conclusions: 

(1) (S) It is not uncommon for the CIA tc solicit 
best possible prices for equipment. Hence some pressures may 
have been applied from the CIA to HQDA for a lower price and from 
HQDA to MICOM not to change the originally quoted price. 

However, there was no evidence of direct or indirect pressure 
epplied to keep the price low, per se. 

(2) (U) While these pressures apparently did not 
affect the initial price detemination, they may have served to 
inhibit a review of what the correct price should have been for 
the converted ITON missiles. 

(3) (8) There wss no evidence of price negotiations 
or bartering with the CIA. The Amy established the TOW missile 
price. 

10. (8) Issue $6: Is it lecal for the Amy to present the CIA 

mn emended bill for the TOW missiles? . 

e. (U) Discussion: In e 2 January 1987 memorandum, the 
investigators asked OTJAfl about the legality of submitting a 
revised bill to another government agency if an Economy Act 
transfer was incorrectly priced. In its 7 January 1987 reply, 
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OTJAO stated, "This offica parcaivaa no legal objaction to 
submitting to tha concamad agency a aupplaaantal vouchar to make 
tha nacaaaary adjustments...This la a aattar which can ba 
raeolvad by tha autual agreement of tha agencies concerned." 

(Exhibits EI f) 

b. (S) Conclusion! Xt is legal for tha Aray to praaant tha 
CIA an aaandad bill for tha TOW aissllaa. 

11. (S) Issua #7! Why did tha Aray provida such an odd number 

of TOW aissileS? 

a. (S) Discussion! 

(1) (S) On IS January 1914 LTO Povall tasked GEW 
Thurman to ba praparad to dalivar 4,000 basic TOW aissilaa to tha 
CIA. In aarliar discussions with tha H3C staff, LTO Powall had 
bacoaa awara of "a floating numbar of 900" aissilaa, but that 
additional quantity was not convayad to tha VCSA. Ovar tha naxt 
savaral days, in discussions with ODCSLOG raprasantativas, tha 
CIA lncraasad tha raquiraaant to 4,504 and than to 4,50S. 

(Exhibits B-l, pp 2, 3 1 B-2, pp 3-6) 

(2) (S) Tha Aray praparad 4,508 TOW aissilas for 
dslivary to tha CIA. Tha numbar actually transfarrad was 2,008: 

1,000 on 13 Psbruary 1986, tha "odd numbar" of 508 on 19 Kay 
1986, and 500 on 3 Hovam bsr 1986. (Exh ibits H, O and P-1) 

(3) (S/ORCOM) ^HIHH^aid all misailas in 

tha first shipaant va-s aant to Iran. (Exhibit B-22, p 3) 

(4) (S/ORCOH) Kr. Araitago, ASO(ISA), said ha haard 
Mr. Casay, Diractor of Cantral Intalliganca (DCI), or aomaona 
alsa tastify bafora a Congraasional committaa to tha offset that 

■ Iara al sant 508 TOW aissilaa to Iran in August or Saptambar 1985. 
|HK|HMfl|said tha 908 TOWs delivered to tha CIA at Radstons 
Arsanalixnuy 19SS want to Iaraal as raplacaaants for tha 
aissilaa aSlppad to Iran in tha fall of 1985. (Exhibits B-17, pp 

s-u; »-aa, p s). 

(9) (S/ORCOM) HHHi* 110 tastlflad that 
had expressed dissatisfaction with tha ago of tha 5 G|TOW^thtv 
racaivad as payback for tha 1989 shipaant to Xran.^HHHpHKi 
raportad that whan LTC Worth askad that Xsraal ship 500 aissilaa 
to Iran to halp expedite rslaasa of an Amarlcan hostaga, Iaraal 
sant Iran 900 of tha 908 oldar aissilas it had racaivad from tha 
U.8. Thaaa aissilas froa Zsrasll stocks wars raplacad with 500 
nawsr aissilas which tha U.S. provldad Xsraal in tha last 
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shipment. The never missiles were selected firat by the CIA 
requesting all lot numbers for the remaining 3,000 missile* and 
then requesting that the next 500 be pulled from the newest lots. 

The CIA specified new missiles for that shipment because the 
missiles vers going into Israeli stocks. (Exhibits B-22, pp io- 
12; D-31, pp 14-16) 

c. (S/ORCON) Conclusions The evidence indicated that LTC 
North, NSC staff, made the decision to ship an "odd number" of 
508 TOW missiles to Israel based on an assumption that 508 was 
the number Israel sent to Iran in 1985. 

12. (S) Issue 18s Did the sale of KAWX ground support 

equipment repair parts to the CIA reduce the readiness of U.s. 

Army air defense forces? 

a. (S) Discussion: 

(1) (S) In response to a 10 April 1986 telephonic 

tasking by the ODCSLOG Logistics Account Office, later confirmed 
by a 23 April 1986 message, KQ AMC reviewed a CIA list of 234 
line items of HANK system parts for price, availability and 
impact on readiness. With the majority of the items controlled 
by their command, MICOM took the lead for AMC in asaesaing the 
impact. Eleven Kerns could not be identified. Seventy-five of 
the remaining 223 line item numbers (LIN) were managed by other 
AMC commands, DLA, and the USAF, and MICOM passed the requirement 
for these LINs to the responsible agencies. This left MICOM with 
148 missile peculiar LINs which it managed. With respect to 
these LINs, MICOM found two were no longer stocked. MICOM 
reviewed the remaining 146 LINs to determine how providing the 
kind and number of parts requested would affect support of US air 
defense units. The assessment included review of assets on hand, 
parts due in from production and repair, average monthly demand, 
and known requirements, and incorporated the subjective judgement 
cf responsible MICOM personnel. The outcome was a determination 
th»t orve hundred LINs could be furnished without seriously 
depleting stocks, but providing the remaining 46 LINs in the 
requested*quantities might affect US forces' readiness. For 15 
LINs, Army stocks would be totally depleted, and for 11 LINs, 
over half the Army's stocks would be required. The anticipated 
effect of furnishing the other 20 LINs was less but still 
considered significant. MICOM relayed this information to* HQ 
AMC, which pasaed it to the logistics Accounts Office, ODCSLOG, 

DA. Subsequently, ODCSLOG directed shipment of all parts, to 
include those managed by DLA and the Air Force. (Exhibits Q; R; 

S) 
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(3) (C) The investigators reviewed monthly unit status 

reports submitted by the nine U.S. Army hawk battalions and micok 
stock records for the 46 LIHs identified as potential problems in 
the Initial KXCOM assessment to determine the actual effect 
air parts on readiness. They found 


5 readiness reports 
inesa. Further, a 

review of MICOM stock records on 7 January 1917 shoved MXCOH had 
stocks on hand for all 46 LXKe and no back orders for 
nonoperational equipment for any of the 46 LIMa. (Exhibit T) 


b. (9) Conclusion! The sale of HAWK ground support 
equipment repair parts to the CXA did not reduce the readiness of 
U.S. Army air defense forces. 


13* (S) Issue <9 1 Is it possible to upqrade a KAWX missile 

system using the repair parts sold to the CXA? 

a. (S) Discussion! 

(1) (S) A technical augmentee to the DAXO 

investigation team reviewed the 146 KAWX peculiar parts on the 
list of 334 line items requested by the CXA. This review 
revealed that all 146 itama were for the AN/HPQ-46 radar, a high- 
power illuminator radar to which certain product improvements 
have not been applied and which is no longer used by U.S. Army 
KAWX units. It has been replaced by the AM/MPQ-57, which is 
basically an AM/KPQ-46 with "Phase XX" upgrades. Upgrade of an 
AN/KPQ-46 to an AH/XPQ-57 requires 39 specific parts. Hone of 
these 39 parts were on the CXA list. Two other parts on the list 
could be used on the AM/XPQ-37, but had equal application to 
either model* The remainder of the radar parts were applicable 
only to the AX/KPQ-46. (Exhibit V) 

(3) (U) A second and independent review of the parts 
list by the U.S. Army Air Defense School, Ft Bliss, Texas, found 
the parts to be consistent with support of Phase X KAWX batterias 
and not to US KAWX batteries, which have been upgraded through 
application of "Phase XX” product improvements. (Exhibit U) 

(3) (S) Xn April 1916, the CXA attempted to add two 

complete AM/KPQ-46 radars to the list of 334 parts requested 
earlier. The Army responded that the radars would have to be 
handled as a separate request. ODCSLOG reviewed assets and 
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adviaad tha CIA, in Kay 1916, that tna only AH/KPQ-46 asaats in 
tha Army invantory vara two unita purchaaad by Iran bafora 
ovarthrov of tha Shah and baing hald pandln q jraaolut ion of claim* 
by Iran. Tha CIA cartlfiad availability ofMHHHto covar tha 
coat of aaking tha AN/KPQ-46a raady for ah i plant. Tha a ray 
praparad tha radara aa raquaatad, but thay vara not ahippai (to 
data, tha Army haa not blllad tha CIA for thia work.) i n 
raaponaa to a CIA raquaat, 0DCSLOG also providad tha CXA prlca 
and availability information for tvo AN/MPQ-37 radara, but no 
AN/KFQ-57S vara tranafarrad to tha CIA. Thus, vhila conaidarabla 
affort vaa axpandad in anticipation of tranafarring coaplata 
radara to tha CIA, thoaa tranaactiona vara not coaplatad, and 
thara vaa no upgrada of Iran*a capability through provision of 
coaplata radara. (Exhibit M) 


b. (S) Conclusion: It is not posaibla to upgrada a hawk 
alaaila ayataa uaing tha rapalr parts sold to tha CIA in Kay 


14. (S) Isaua #10: Did tha Army charga tha corract prica for 

tha HAWK ground support aquipaant rapair parts? 


a. (S) Discussion. Tha Army ahippad 21S of tha 234 
raquaatad lina ltams of HAWK rapair parts to tha CIA on 19 May 
19S6. Tha amount chargad for <ach itam vaa corractly axtractad 
from tha AKDf, aa praacribad by AH 37-60. Tha ltams* unit coat 
by HSK vaa aubatantiatad by raviaving and varifying tha amounts 
in tha April/Kay 1916 AKDF, tha SF 1010 billinga, and datailad 
billing liata providad by tha Pinanca and Accounting Offica, 
Radatona Araanal. Tha total coats ara aummarizad balov. 

Eatlaatad figuras ara uaad in tha data bacauae to data, tha Army 
haa only racalvad bills totalling 93,162,645 from KICOK, DLA and 
tha USAP for tha HAWK parts thay providad. othar bills ara still 
dua in. 


HAWK REPAIR PARTS 


$ CERTIFIED 
AVAILABLE 


2IS LIKE ITEMS (HARDWARE ONLY) 
PACKING, CRATING 4 HANDLING COSTS 

TOTAL 


94,162,923 

9154,502 

94,337,421 (EST) 


Tha amount of■miHcartifiad aa availabla by tha CIA for 
accaasorial chargaa appaara to bs adaquata. To data, hovavar, 
tha Dapot Syataa Command (DESCOK) haa not billad tha Army for any 
accaaaorial chargaa. Conaaquantly, tha Army haa not billad tha 
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CZA for tho HARK repair parts and aaaoeiatad accaaaorial coats. 
(Exhibit X) 

b. (S) Conclusioni The Any charged ths corract pries for 
tha HAWK ground support equipment repair parts, but the CZA has 
not received the total bill to date. 


IM CONSIDERED DURING THE INVESTIGATION 


a. (t) Discussion. 

(1) (S) Zn some respects, the established procedures 

for providing Any support to the CIA were not followed during 
the execution of Projects SNOWBALL and CROCUS. Zn the case of 
Project CROCUS, this appears to have created no problems and the 
prices charged were proper. Zn the case of Project SNOWBAIX, 
this fsllure to follow established procedures may have 
contributed to the establishment of improper prices tor the TOW 
missiles transferred to tho CIA. 


the policies and procedure s as 
Director of the Any Stef 


aaaama 
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1 Specific raquiramanta, aspacTaTly 
IMOWBALL, vara nJ91F put in writing by tha CIA, thua making vary 
difficult tha accurata datamination of what tha raquiramant was 
or vhat it should coat. 


b. (S) Concluaiona: 

(1) (S) Tha Army did not parfora ita atandard 
ovaralcht and coordination functionaf^HIIHHHHHHiHflHHiA 

■BHHBHN urin 9 tha axacution of Pro}acta SNOWBALL and CROCUS 
aua to tna sanaitivity of tha projacta and tha fact that tha Aray 
vaa raaponding to ordara, not raguaata. 

(2) (S) Tha lack of adacruata ovaraight and _ 

coordinationbythaAra^^lIBBVHHI^HPflHflHHHHHHHfc. 

■HHHHHllH|H r Ta7navacontrTbutad to tha iapropar pricing 
of tha TOM alaailsF tranafarrad to tha CIA. 


16. (S) frozan Aaaata 


a. (S) Diacuaaion: 

(1) (S) On 24 Octobar 1986, Kr. Taft and Mr. Karah 
diacuaaad tha panding tranafar of HAWK radara and HAWK ground 
aupport aquipaant rapair parts to tha CIA. Thay dacidad to placa 
thaaa tranaactiona on "hold" until thay could ba thoroughly 
raviavad. Sinca thon, ODCSLOG haa kapt two AM/HPQ-46 radara, two 
AM/HPQ-37 radara, v>d cha raquaatad rapair parts in a "hold" or 
"frozan" status. (Exhibits R-l, p 14; R-3; R-ll; R-13) 

(2) (8) Following madia raporta that tha rnitad 
Statas was involvad in providing TOW miaailaa and HAWK parta to 
Iran, and in accordanca with 26 Kovambar 1986 guidanca froa Mr. 
Aabrosa, ODCSLOG also froza, panding invastigation, tha 2,000 
BGM-71A1 and 300 BGM-71A2 TOW aiasilas not yat tranafarrad. to tha 
CIA. To convart miaailaa from ITOWa to baaic TOWe, tha ITOW 
warhaads wara ramovad. Thaaa warhaada, which had baan ahippad 
from ANAD to Hughaa Aircraft Corporation for uaa on tha ITOW 
production lina, wara also frozan panding invastigation. 

(Exhibit AR) 


SPECIAL ACCESS REQUIRED 

47 . - i 



- SPECIAL A OCXS 8 REQUIRED 


0 


49 


DAIG-IO 

SUBJECT! Final Report of Investigation...(U) 

(3) (U) Upon approval of this report, tha Amy's 

investigation will be coaplatad. Neither TIG nor DCSLOQ la «vara 
of any naed to keep tha radars, rapalr parts, alaailaa and 
varhaads in frosan status. 

b. (S) Conclusion! Aasata froxan pending coaplation of 
this invaatigatlon should ba ralaaaad to ARC for approprlata 
disposition. 


(S) RECOKKENDATIONS 

That in tha futura, tha Amy not daviata 


18. (S) That tha Amy subait a corractad bill to tha CIA for an 

additional $2,557,392.49 for tha TOW missiles. 


19. (S) That HAWK radars, HAWK ground support equlpsent rapair 
parts, TOW aissilas, and TOW varhaads froxan panding coaplation 
of thla invaatigatlon ba ralaaaad to AMC for approprlata 
disposition. 

20. (U) That appropriate parsons ba lnforaad. 

21. (U) That this raport ba approvad. 

22. (U) That this invaatigatlon ba concluded basad on avldanca 
praaantly availabla, subject to raopaning if raquirad bacausa of 
naw avidanca rasulting froa inquirias conductad by othar 
organixationa. 


CONCUR 

/L HENRY DOCTOR, JR. 

' Lieutenant Oanaral, USA 
Tha Inspector Ganaral 


( NED W. BACHXLDOR 
( COLONEL, IG 
Chief, Intelligence 
Oversight Division 

APPROVED 



(p. 


Zfii* 0; KARSH, JR. 
4a/ratary of tha Amy 
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APPENDIX B: OTHER DOCUMENTS AND MATERIALS 
INTRODUCED AT THE HEARINGS 




QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
DURING THE IRAN-CONTRA HEARINGS 
INVOLVING TESTIMONY OF SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
CASPAR W. WEINBERGER 


The following three questions for the record are answered 

here i 

Qi Who requested that RADM John Poindexter and LtCol Oliver 
North be assigned duty on the National Security Council? 

A« Rear Admiral John Poindexter was requested for duty 
with the National Security Council by RADM James W. 
Nance, USN (Ret.), Deputy Assistant to the President 
for National Security Affairs, in June 1981. RADM 
Nance requested RADM Poindexter by name as he was 
regarded as the most qualified to perform the job 
of upgrading the Situation Room and the Crisis 
•Management Center. 

In September 1981, Richard Allen, Assistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs, requested 
personnel from DoD to work in the NSC to determine 
AVJACS requirements for Saudia Arabia. DoD nominated 
personnel to NSC, and the NSC selected three individ¬ 
uals. They were: 

LTC Childress, U.S. Army 

LTC Myers, U.S. Army 

MAJ North, U.S. Marine Corps 

Q: How many military personnel are detailed to the NSC 

from DoD? Mow many were there when Robert MacFarlane 
and RADM Poindexter were serving as Assistants to the 
President for National Security Affairs? 

A: See attached table. 
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MILITARY PERSONNEL ASSIGNED TO NSC 



USA 

USN 

USAF 

USMC 

TOTAL 

1OCT 83 






OFF 

4 

3 

4 

1 

14 

ENL 

1 

_ 

3 


4 

TOTAL 

5 

5 

7 

1 

18 

2 DEC 85 






OFF 

3 

5 

5 

1 

14 

ENL 

2 

_ 

4 


6 

TOTAL 

5 

5 

9 

1 

20 

3 DEC 86 






OFF 

4 

4 

6 

3 

17 

ENL 

1 


2 


3 

TOTAL 

5 

4 

8 

3 

20 

4 JUL 87 






OFF 

5 

1 

7 

1 

14 

ENL 

3 

5 

2 


10 

TOTAL 

8 

6 

9 

1 

24 


1 Mr. McFarlane assumes duty as the Assistant to the President 
for National Security Affairs 

2 Mr. McFarlane departed the NSC and then - Vice Admiral Poindexter 
assumed position 

3 VADM Poindexter departed 

4 Current personnel assigned 

NOTEs Does not include temporary personnel provided on a short-term 
basis for less than 6 months. 



